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FOREWORD

Under authority of Senate Resolution
second session, the United States Senate
purpose of investigating the effects of t
of 1922 and the proposed readjustments
commenced general tariff hearings on Ju
following public notice authorized by the

-——"‘""‘h‘--?..‘.-‘a.,., '
f’@\) STADE RS
’ @eventieth é(')‘}:gr )
inance Committep&or the

AR billigﬁg A

Schedules Date to commence Subcommittees
Subcommiltee No. 1, room 212, Senate Office Building
1. Chemicals, oils. and paints.| June l4...........! Smoot, chalrman, Reed, Edge, King, and Barkley.
2. Earths, earthenware, and | June 19............| Edge, chairman, Smoot, Reed, King, and Barkley.
glassware.
3. Me'tals and manufactured | June 26........... : Reed, chairman, Smoot, Edge, King, and Barkley.
of.
Subcommiltee No. &, room 8(2, Senale Office Building
6. Tohacco and manufac- | June 13............ Shortridge, chafrman, Smoot, Watson, Harrison,
tures of. and Connally.
8. Spirits, wines, and other | June l4............ . 8hortridgo, chairman, Smoot, Watson, Harrison,
beverages. | and Connally.
7. Agricultural products and | June17............ ' Watson, chairman, Smoot, Shortridge, Harrison,
provisions. ! and Connally.
5. Sugar, molasses, and | June 2............ | Smouy, chairman, Watson, Shortridge, Harrison,
manufactures of. and Connally.
Subcommittee No. 3, room 30!, Senate Office Building
9. Cotton manufactures...... June l4............ Blng‘!lu;;n, cgmirmnn, Qreene, Sackett, Simmous,
and George.
10. Flax, hemp, jute, and ! Junel9............ Greene, chairman, Bingham, Sackett, Simmons,
manufactures of. and George.
11, Wool and manuractumof.i June A....ccee.... Blng&ugn. c;nalrman. QGreene, Sackett, Simmons,
and (leorge.
12. Silk and silk goods........ July1 (2p.m.).... Sackgt(t!. chairman, Greene, Bingham, Simmons,
and George.
13. Rayon manufactures...... July 8. ceiaaanaes Sackett, chairman, Greene, Bingham, Simmons,
and George.
Subcommitlee No. 4, room 412, Senate Office Bulldfng
14. Papers and books.......... June 13............ Deneen, chalrman, Couzens, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
and Thomas (OXkla.).
4. Wood and manufacturesof. June17............ Couzens, chairman, Deneen, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
and Thomas (Okla.).
15. Sundries....c.cceeuneee.... June 25...... «..-| Koyes, chairman, Couzens, Deneen, Waish (Mass.),
. and Thomas (Okla.).

Note.—Hearings on * Valuation’ will be conducted before the full committee June 12. All meetings
will commence at 9.30 a. m. unless otherwise noted. Hearingson fres list, administrative and miscellaneous
provisions will be conducted before full cornmittee at the conclusion of the subcommittee hearings.

Stenographic reports were taken of all testimony presented to the
committee. By direction of the committee all witnesses who
appeared after the conclusion of the hearings on valuation were to
be sworn. .

The testimony presented, together with the briefs and other
exhibits submitted, is grouped together as far as practical in the
numerical order of the House bill, which has made necessary the
abandoning of the sequence of the statements and the order of
appesrance.

In this consolidated volume, which includes briefs and data filed
since the publication of the original print, the arrangement of the
testimony has largely been preserved, while the new matter has been
arranged by paragraphs in the supplement at the end. The index
Las necessarily been revised to include this new matter. .

Isaac M. STEwART, Olerk.






TARIFF ACT OF 1929

SCHEDULE 4—WOOD AND MANU-
FACTURES OF

MONDAY, JUNE 17, 1829

. UNITED STATES SENATE,
SuBcoMMiITTEE No. 4 oF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C
The subcommittez met at 9.30 o’clock a. m., pursuant to adjourn-
ment, in Room 412, Senate Office Building, Hon. James Couzens,

presiding.
GENERAL. STATEMENTS

STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD KNUTSON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. KNutsoN. Mr. Chairman and Senators, I appear to protest
against the increase in the tariff rates placed on building material
by the House Committece on Ways and Means. As a Republican,
I believe in the principle of a protective tariff, that is, that industry
and labor are entitled to protection that will equalize the difference
b?tweofain the cost of production here and abroad, plus a fair margin
of profit.

n placing a tariff on certain kinds of lumber and shingles, this
fundamental principle of a Republican protective tariff policy has
not been followed. The principal country exporting these products
to the United States is Canada and the figures as to cost of production
show that it actually costs more to produce these products in Canada
that it does in the United States.

The Tariff Commission, in a report to the President under date of
March 2, 1927, on pages 46 and 47, gives a statement of labor costs
in the United States and Canada in respect to the lumber industry.
The statement shows that labor costs in Canada, namely, British
Columbia, from whence comes the larﬁest share of our lumber imports,
are from 10 to 12 per cent higher than in the United States. The
same report, on pages 48 and 49, gives figures to show that the cost
of the raw material upon which this labor works, costs about 20

er cent more in British Columbia than over the line in the United
tates.

Those are not figures taken at random; they were prepared by the
United States Tanff Commission,

Notwithstanding the fact that labor costs are from 10 to 12 per cent
higher in British Columbia than in the United States; that is, on the
coast, we have gone to work and placed a duty of 25 per cent ad
valorem on shingles, and $1 a thousand feet on cedar lumber.

1
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Senator Couzens. In that connection, may not conditions have
changed since 1927? I understand the oriental problem has entered
into the situation on the Pacific coast considerably.

Mr. KnursoN. My information is that British Columbia put up
the bars on orientals coming into Canada five years ago and none
have come in since.

Senator Couzens. How many are in there now? Do you know
how many are in there now engaged in this industry?

Mr. Knurson. Noj; I could not say, but probably other gentlemen
who will appear before the committee can tell you.

Of course, I am basing my position on the report submitted by the
Tariff Commission in March, 1927, and also, Senator, on the hearings
had before the Ways and Means Committee of the House.

I take the position that those who asked for an increase absolutely
failed to make out a case, and I have read the hearings very carefully.

This being the case, there is no basis for the transfer of these items
from the free list where they have been to the dutiable list carrving
25 per cent ad valorem duty on shingles and $1 per thousand on cedar
logs. Their transfer to the dutiable list will impose an unjust and
unnecessary burden on the consumer, and the transfer is also a direct
violation of the cost-of-production principle of the protective tariff.
T ask that these building material items be rcturned to the free list.

These items, together with other items relating to building material,
should be returned to the free list, because it is not good policy to
encourage a more rapid destruction of our lumber resources.

The matter of timber conservation is a vital one for the future of
America. This tariff or any tariff against lumber imports plays
havoc with the policy of timber conservation.

The Secretary of Agriculture in his report on Senate Resolution
311, dated June 11, 1920, says in regard to this important matter:

Three-fifths of the original tiinber of the United States is gone, and we are
now using timber four times as fast as we are growing it. The forests remaining
are so localized as to greatly reduce their national utility. The bulk of the popu-
lation and manufacturing industries of the United States are dependent upon
distant supplies of timber as the result of the depletion of the principal forest
arcas east of the Great Plains. * * *

The virgin forests of the United States covered 822,000,000 acres. They are
now skrunk to one-sixth of that area.

The lumber interests themselves do not want this tariff duty.
They realize its unfairness and that it is not necessary as a protective
measure. The National Retril Dealers’ Association, with a mem-
bership of 30,000 dealers in all parts of the country, has recently
passed strong resolutions protesting against this tariff duty.

I have some telegrams I would like to read to the committee. Here

1s one from Oshkosh, Wis.:
Juxe 17.
Hon. HaroLp KnvuTtsoN,
House Office Building:

Fuller Goodman Co. owns and operates over 30 retail lumber yards in Wisconsin
and upper Michigan. The duty of 25 per cent ad valorem proposition on cedar
products would certainly do an injustice to our customers. Retailers can not
shoulder any part of this and the customer will be obliged to pay all. We ask
that you vote against any such advance and duty.

FuLLER GoopmaNn Co.

Evidently this party is under the impression that I am a member
of the Finance Committee of the Senate.
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Heore is another telegram I have received from Cincinnati:

CiINcINNATI, On10, June 17,
Hon. Harorp KNuUTSON,
House Office Building: .

We believe contemplated duty on Canadian shingles would do irreparable harm
to the shingle branch of the lumber industry, not only in Canada but in this
country as well. We believe that in the public interest the price on wood shingles
be maintained at as low a figure as possible. Our opinion any duty will neces-
sarily advance the price of the product which will result in too great a differential
between wood shingles and substitute products and hope you will give our sug-
gestion that no duty be imposed upon Canadian shingles consideration.

DwigHT HiNCELEY,
* President Dwight Hinckley Lumber Co.

Ihave also received the following telegram:

WHEATON, MINN., June 10.
Hon. HaroLp KnuTsoN,
Minnesota Congressman, Washinglon, D. C.:

Hope Minnesota delegation will heed the wishes of the people of Minnesota as
expressed in resolution passed by Minnesota House and Senate to oppose any
tariff on lumber building material, copy of which was mailed to each of you last
winter. Expect you to eliminate this from present tariff bill. Notify other

Members.
O. S. NEuMAN.

Certainly if men engaged in the business of selling lumber do not
want the duty why should the American consumer be burdened
with it? Tho resolution passed by the National Retail Dealers’
Association, in part, says:

The importation of cedar lumber and shingles has not affected the selling
price of similar products produced in this country, but because of the high
standard of quality of the product imported has always commanded a premium
and kept the price and high quality on a stable level.

I have also made a study of the matter of brick and cement duties
placed on those products by the House bill. I do not feel that there
1s any necessxtﬂ for a (i)rotectlve duty of $1.25 per thousand on brick
or 8 cents per hundred on cement.

The cement industry is one of the most highly organized industries
in America and the demand for cement is enormous. The various
road-building programs in the various States have developed a market
wiich alone makes this industry the envy of all other industries so
far as a dependable market is concerned. The building world is
using cement more and more as its basic product. And on every
farm and in every village the use of cement has increased to a point
where it has become almost a necessity.

Cement is a bulky and expensive product to ship. This fact alone
gives protection against foreign cement manufacturers to a degree
not enjoyed by any other American industry. The fact that a small
amount of cement comes to this country as ballast is a trifling reason
for this blanket increase in the duty covering the product for the
.entire Nation. :

No worth-while reason can be advanced to justify the proposed
duty. I have read the hearings in vain to find if there is any such
justification of such a duty, but they fail to disclose any necessity for
the protection. This increase in tariff on cement will cost the nation
millions of dollars and the industry does not need it. I have been
unable to find figures anywhere that either the cement or brick
industry needs this protection.
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I desire also to call your attention to the proposed duties on leather
and shoes. I have made diligent study of the matter of costs in these
industries and I am convinced that there is no basis in reason or
justice for a duty of 20 per cent on shoes and a duty ranging from 15
per cent to 32 per cent on leather, that is on the basis of 10 per cent
duty on hides. .

A princigle of the protective tariff is that duties on finished prod-
ucts should be no more than compensatory with the raw material
duties. No fair-minded man making a study of the facts and desiring
to be fair to all three of these industries, can arrive at the conclusion
that the proposed duties on leather and shoes is compensatory with a
10 per cent duty on hides. ‘

enators, we had an election in Minneapolis yesterday. Last fall
the fifth congressional district of Minnesota went Republican by
48,000. Yesterday it went Republican by less than 2,500, and the
wood schedule was one of the outstanding issues. 1 just merely
leave that thouEht with the committee, because we can not afford to
have in this bill another Schedule K, which probably cost the Re-
publican Party the election in 1912. 1 know that will not appeal to
the Senaicis on my ri;rzht.

Senator Couzens. I think that would appeal to them.

Mr. Knurson. I thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
commzittee.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CLAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. CraguEe. I am not a timber owner nor a shingle manufacturer,
but I represent a district in Minnesota composed wholly of a farming
district, and I am interested es(recially in farming myself, at least,
breeding cattle on a number of different farms. I have tried to give
some study to the shingle and lumber industy. I am familiar with
it for the last 40 years, such as we have had in Minnesota. I am
especially interested, my people are especially interested in this mat-
ter of whether or not there is Foing to be a tariff on building material,
and especially shingles and lumber, both hardwood and the other
building materials, such as cement. My people are very much op-
posed to any tariff on shingles, lumber, birch flooring, maple flooring,
and things of that kind.

I want to be absolutely fair with you, gentlemen, as you would be
before any committee I am in, for the shingle industry is one that is
suffering at this time and needs the tariff the same as some manu-
factures, the same as the textile industry ought to have a tariff. I
would say it is perfectly fair to give them that.

During the past two years I have given very careful study and
have taken up with the Tariff Commission their reports and gone
over their reports and made, as I stated, a careful study of the report
made on the shingle industry. I have failed in the examination of
that report, not only on the shingle industry but of the lumber in-
dustry as made by the commission, to find any evidence, and not
only from reading that report, but taking up that report and the
evidence before the Committee on Ways and Means, I do not believe
that we are justified at this time in placing a tariff upon shingles.
I want to call the committee’s particular attention first to shingles
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I have here the prices of shingles at Minneapolis. I live at Min-
" neapolis, within 100 miles; my district is there. There has been a
steady increase from January, 1927, right up to this time, on the
E.pce of shingles. Shingles to-day in round figures are about $1

gher than a year ago, possibly, a little higher, but in round figures.
That does not show to my mind that there is much need of a tariff
at this time. So far as I have been able to learn the shingle industry
during this past year has been more prosperous than the farming
industry has been.

Senator Couzens. From what district do these shingles come, that
you have quoted, from Minneapolis?

Mr. CraGuE. They come from: the west coast?

Senator Couzens. From Canada or the United States?

Mr, Crague. I can not say as to that, but I do not suppose that
imce is used by them. Last summer I used on my own bmldit’xlg and

buy a great many shingles, I used some Oregon shingles, is is
the price per 1,000 that 1 am taking now; the average is about $1.
I am speaking of all shingles, and I qu)gose that would apply just as
much to Canadian shingles as to United States shingles. There would
be no difference on that.

Senator Couzens. You have not any figures as to the difference in
cost of producing this shingle in British Columbia and producing
it in Oregon, have you? .

Mr. CraGcue. I have the report of the Tariff Commission on that
and I have failed to find it in that. Maybe one class of shingle has
some particular grade that they pay a higher rate for in Oregon and
Washington than in Canada. On the other hand, there are certain
kinds of work they pay more for there, but the commission’s report as
a .ule does not give any material advantage to one over the other.

I want to call your committee’s attention to this. I took the last
Department of Labor report of wholesale prices and I did not pick
out particular things. I took what they have on their re{)ort, barley,
wheat, cattle, steers, oats, hogs, milk, potatoes, wool, red cedar
shingles, and fir lumber.

Commencing from 1913, take red cedar shingles at this time. Since
that time, that including the year 1929, the percentage of increase, I
have heard that discussed, but there has been a natural percentage of
increase of 29 per cent. Take barley, and that is what we raise much
of in our country, and we raise oats and wheat, too, but in barley
there has been a decrease of 33 per cent. On wheat there has been
a decrease of 11 per cent, and on oats there was no change, it runs
the same. Hogs average an increase of 9 per cent; milk, a decrease
on the average of 2 per cent. Potatoes, and we raise millions of
bushels of potatoes in our State the same as in yours, decreased on
the average 227 per cent, and an average increase on shingles, as I
stated, of 29 per cent. On Douglas fir lumber has increased 103
per cent.

I have here also some prepared tables of maple and birch flooring.

Senator Couzens. You are opposed to a tariff on flooring?

Mr. CraGgue. Yes. .

Senator Couzens. How do you account for Canada imposing 25
per cent ad valorem tax on American flooring going to Canada?

Mr. Craguk. It is my understanding that we ship much more
hardwood. as a rule, into Canada than they do into the United States.
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Senator Couzens. I am speaking about flooring. I understand
Canada imposes 25 per cent duty on birch-wood flooring and we per-
mit their manufactured flooring to come in free of duty. I just
wanted you to explain that.

Mr. CraGue. The amount that comes into this country is a very
small amount.

Senator Couzens. Enough to fix the price of the manufactured
flooring in this country.

Mr. CraGue. I think tho price of maple flooring, and I have had
the misfortune of having to buy some in the last year or two—in
1913 I built a house and used considerable maple and birch flooring,
and I got that flooring from $80 to-$85 a thousand, and to-day that
same maple or birch flooring costs in my home town about $125.
There has been, in other words, a gradual increase in that. We have
not had them.

Speaking here of wood, we have not had that increase on all things
in our farming. In other words, the point I am making is that we are
in a much more serious condition, the man that owns land in my
country, a farm, and we have good farmers as you have in your State,
but we are in a scrious condition when we come to buy lumber. I
just received a telegram here. Now, an increase on shingles means
an increase in all other kinds of roofing. 1 just got this telegram,
dated May 27, reading as follows:

Congressman FRANK CLAGUE,
Washington, D. C.

Manufacturers and jobbers have raised prices 10 per cent on prepared and
metallic roofing in anticipation of an increase in tariff duties on shingles. It
lo%lé? as though the farmer will be further relicved of what he has rather than given
re .

Senator WaLsH. My attention has been called to the same effect,
that since the House passed the bill, in anticipation of those raises
there already has been an increase promulgated.

Mr. Crague. I dare say; and it applies to the farmers in Washing-
ton and Oregon. I received copies just a couple of days ago of resolu-
tions passed by the grange in the State of Washington and the grange
in the State of Oregon. Those resolutions do not always mean so
much, but these are opposing the tariff on lumber and shingles. I
know this, that in my section there never was a time that we needed
on our farms to put our buildings in shape worse than we do to-day,
and if there is going to be a further tariff, it will add, in my judgment,
another dollar or $1.25 on the price of shingles and a proportionate
increase of the price on other kinds of roofing material, and then an-
other increase in our lumber schedules on flooring, and I want to say
we ere in a pitiable condition. | -

The owners of land in southern Minnesota that have had to rent
their lard, in my opinion have not received a dividend, basing it on
the valuation of 1913, of 1% per cent. I heard a member from Rhode
Island complaining in the House, the other day, speaking about
textile industries, and it is in the Record of the day belore yesterday.
He said that in 1922 they declared a dividend of something over 8
ggr cent which ran down last year to 2} per cent. He comtplamed

itterly. We would be tickled to death if we got a dividend of 2} per
cent on the valuation. .
(Mr. Clague submitted the following brief:)
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Brier or HoN. FrRanNk CraGue

GeNTLEMEN OF TRE CoMMITTEE: I have asked for this opportunity to appear
before your committee for the purpose of expressing my objections to a tariff
on wood shingles, cedar lumber, and birch and maple flooring. I am speaking
to you as a consumer of these products. My congressional district in Minnesota
is wholly a farming dixts*ct, and it is & district similar to many others in the United
States. In my opinion, more than 80 per cent of the shingles used on the farms
in my State are wood shingles. My people are large users of not only shingles
but also lumber and other building materials. One of the heaviest items of
expense of every owner of a farm is in building and maintaining his buildings in a
proper state of repair.

During the past two years I have given careful study to the Tariff Commission
reports heretofore made on the lumber and shingle industry. I have carefully
read all of the hearings held before the Ways and Means Committee of the House,
and have come to the conclusion that there is no justification for a tariff at this
time on shingles, cedar lumber, and birch and maple flooring.

I have sought information from dealers, lumbermen, shingle manufacturers,
and others with a view of arriving at the facts concerning these articles. A few
days ago I received in the mail an article from the Lumber Trade concerning the
shingle tariff. No doubt you gentlemen have read it. I understand it was maited
to all members of Congress, This article sets forth that the shingle industry of
Washington and Oregon is in & very depressed condition, and states that it is
due entirely to the competition from British Columbia shingles. It depicts the
shingle industry of Washington and Oregon as on the verge of complete exter-
mination, and appeals to the sympathy of Americans by aseribing the condition
that it claims exists almost entirely to the competition of cheap Oriental labor.
If these conditions as described in this article were correct and based on facts, 1
should be the last man in the world to appear before your committee against a
tariff on shingles for I am a firm believer in giving to any industry that measure
of protection to which it is fairly and rightfully entitéed.

n many ways the article to which I refer might not merit an answer, but I find
that it is cleverly designed to appeal to the sympathy of those unfamiliar with
the facts, and largely bases its statement on the ground that this industry has
been treated unfairly by Congress. A careful reading of the article fails to develop
any evidence thut wili back up the statements that it makes. The only figures
or facts that can be said to have ary ground in truth are the statements that
shingle production has declired in Washington and Qregon over a long period
of years, and the additional fact that Canadian impoits have increased.

have gone to considerable trouble to ascertain as best I could the facts. For-
tunately, there is available an unusual amount of data on this subject. Largely
at the request of those now appearing for a tariff, and under the direction of
President Coolidge, the Tariff Commission made a very thorough and exl-austive
study of the economics and facts pertaining to the industry in British Columbia
and in Washington and Oregon, collecting data from the hooks of a large number
of Companies in the United States and Canada as to costs, wages, quality of
shingles produced, methods of marketing, prices, etc. In addition to this, there
is a large record of the hearings beiore the Ways and Means Committee.

It is unnecessary for me to detail this information to your committee since it is
all available, but I wish to summarize briefly some of the outstanding facts
which I find from a study of the record:

First of all, it is true that shingle productionhas declined not only in Washington
and Oregon, but in the United States as a whole, but this decline is clearly due
to causes other than imports. The primary cause is probably, the substantial
depression in our timber resouces. ot so very long ago shingles were manu-
factured quite extensively from white pine timber in my own State of Minnesota,
but that is now all gone, and the pine shingle is now unknown. Similarly, the
heavy stands of cedar lying in the lowlands and near the tidewater of Washington
and Oregon have nearly disappeared, and the cedar from which shingles are
made in Washington and Oregon now comes from localities where the amount of
cedar in forests is much less proportionately.

I find that in Washington and Oregon a slash-grain shingle is chiefly produced
which is not considered a good shingle as it is apt to warp and twist when laid on -
the roof, and does not make a good ronf. This has led to ordinances and provi-
sions in building codes of many of our citics prohibiting the use of these low-grade
shingles, and to their replacement of all sc+t of composition shingles.

While the production of shingles has declined steadily for many years, the pro-
duction and consumption of composition roofs has greatly increased. These
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facts, to my mind, clearly account for the decline in the shingle production in
the United States.

I find also that the shingles imported from British Columbia are almost en-
tirely what is known as a high type of shingle. They meet a demand which can
not be filled by the low-grade shingle.

Second, the Tarif Commission findings show conclusively and in great detail
that shingles cost more to produce in Canada than thoy do in Washington and
Oregon. This is in part due to the fact that they make an especially fine quality
of shingles, but the commission has also determined that even comparing costs
of identical grades of shingles that they average as high and in some cases higher
in British Columbia.

The commission also finds that there is no particular difference in the wage
scales, wages being higher on one side of the line for one class of employees, . d
reversing this situation for other types of labor, but on the whole comparing very
closely, This should completely dispose of the oriental labor question.

Third, in the matter of prices it does not t}c}p?ear that there has been any unfair
competition, but that grade for grade the British Columbia shingles have com-
manded a somewhat higner ﬁrice in our American markets than the shingles of
Washington and Oregon. The commission finds, for example, that there i3 very
little direct competition between the British Columbia shingle and our own,
:ingg our own are so largely of low grade. This does not show the need of any

ariff.

Fourth, I find from my investigation that the statement that the shingle in-
dustry is very depressed at this time is not borne out by facts. There is data
on the record which shows that the shingles prices in Washington and Oregon
are more than 20 per cent higher now than a year ago, and that prices are higher
now than they have been for many vears.

Permit me to quote an extract from a statement of W. C. McMaster, president
of the Red Cedar Shingel Bureau of Washington and Oregon, who, I am told, is
a large manufacturer of shingles, as it appeared in the West Coast Lumberman
under date of December 15, 1928:

“While 1928 was not alfogether a profitable year for the shingle industry,
there is no doubt at all that it was the best year from every viewpoint that the
shingle industry has had since 1919. The trend back to shingles was very marked
and there was a long period during the peak of the building season that it was
impossible to fill the demands. One of the most encouraging features of this
comeback to favor with the building public is the trend toward the use of high«
grade shingles backed by responsible manufacturers, who have shown great
strides in the improvement of their product. It is not necessary to list the large
manufacturers who used to make nothing but Star-A-Star who now make high-

ade vertical shingles equal to the best make. The importance of this to the

ndustry can not be overestimated, hecause every job of good shingles will build
good will with the confumer and dealer who sells him.
» * * * » * *

“Taking all things into account it would seem reasonable that the shingle
industry can look forward to 1929 witk vonsiderable optimism.”

Mr. McMaster is recognized as an authority on the industry. This does not
indicate depression and is a decided corroboration of the Tariff Commission com-
ments on high-grade edge grain shingles. - .

Another fact developed by my examination of the record is that another
American industry is dependent for its raw material on the British Columbia
shingle since it must have high-grade shingles which it can not obtain in quantity
in Washington and Oregon. This is the steined shingle industry which appar-
ently has done much to promote and maintain the use of the wooden shingle.

Taking into consideration the above facts, if I understand protection rightly
there is certainly no ground for a protective tariff on this item of shingles and
excellent reasons why no protective tariff should be granted.

Shingles are pretty largely used in our country by the farmer and rural com-
munities, and I would certainly be opposed to taxing the farmer for the benefit
of an industry where no need for protection has been shown.

I am going to submit to your committee a little table which shows the trend
over a Feriod of years of prices on certain farm products. It also shows the
trend of prices on cedar shingles and Douglas fir timber.
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Prices
[Department of Labor Reports of ‘Wholesale Prices)

Increase (+) or
decrease (—)
1913 | 1923 | 1925 | 1027 | 1909 | Over1oa®
1013 | 1027
Per cent|Per cent
Barley.. . . $0.660 | $0.844 | $0.825 | $0.55 -12 -3
Wheat, NO, 1 8pring...cececrrcencannaceerseane 1.18 1.607 ! 1.3691 1.210 +38 -11
Cattle, steors, Q-C. ...caeececaarinrencan cven 9.502 | 10.659 | 12,688 | 13.875 +63 +9
Oats . . 439 . 467 497 497 +32 (O]
Ho‘ts.. crseresemsssance 7.859 | 12,347 | 10.602 | 11.590 +37 +9
Milk (Chicago)........ 3.051 | 2930 2.975| 2.910] +146 -2
Potatoes 1457 2.105| 2.309( .705| 31 -—227
Wool.....coeeeeeanionacconncee .538 ) 588 447 400 -+04 +9
Douglas fir, No. 1 common 19,417 1 17,250 | 16.285 | 18.760 | 4103 +15
Red cedar shingles 2,003 | 2.819; 2.541( 3.280 +66 +29
1

1 No change.

This table indieates that common Douglas fir lumber has advanced 103 per cent
since 1913 while no agricultural commodity of the cight selected at random has
advanced more than 94 per cent and two actually show a decrease.  Shingles have
advanced 66 per cent since 1913, which is more than any agricultural item except
wool and twice the advance of most items. In the past two years four of the eight
agricultural products have declined in price, one has remained stationary, while
three have shown 9 per cent increases.  Lumber, on the other hand, has advanced
15 per cent and shingles 29 per cent, or three times as much as any of the cight
eta(!)le favm products. Does this indicate a need for a protective tariff on lumber
and shingles, or does it indicate farm relief?

Should the farmer whose produets have declined or iucreased but slightly be
taxed for the bencfit of an industry that has at least prospered far more than he?

There are two other items in the woud schedule to which I wish to make brief
reference: They are (1) logs of fir, spruce, cedar, and western hemlock, and (2)
maple and birch lumber, both of which are placed on the dutiable list by the pend-
ing tariff bill. In the case of logs, to my mind the fact which is entitled to primary
consideration at this time, is the bearing log imports have on the question of forest
conservation. I am told that western Washington, which we have come to re-
gard as the Jast great timber reserve of the United States, is already becoming
disturbed over the supplics of timber available for its lumber industry. Accord-
ing to eminent authorities, there remains in that section of the United States no
more than a 20 or 25 years supply of timber. If this is exhausted, the great lum-
ber industry of the Northwest will disappear just as it has disappeared from the
New England States, the Great Lakes, and just as it is now disappearing in the
South. In face of these facts it approaches the ridiculous to give serious atten-
tion to the plea of a few local loggers and timber owners that the way be paved for
them to speed up their operations and exhaust the remaining timber even more
ra]l)idly than at present.

n regard to hardwoods, the situation is substantially the same. The American
Tree Association reports that Wisconsin, which is now the center of northern
hardwood production, has approximately 13,000,000,000 feet of timber remaining
in its forests. Of this amount approximately 43 per cent is hemlock and probab:ly
another 7 per cent consists of other gpecies of softwoods, so that the total hard-
wood stand is not in excess of six and one-half billion feet. The bulk of this is in
maple and birch, the total stand of which is probably between four and five
billion feet. The annual cut of birch and maple in Wisconsin averages in excess
of 400,000,000 feet. At this rate of production the birch and maple forests of
that State will e exhausted in less than 10 years. Under such circumstances it
seems to me wise to take pause hefore passing a law which will tend further to
deplete the rapidly dwindling remnants of these once magnificent forests.
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Present maple lumber prices, New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Detroit, and Cleve-
land, showing increased cost lo wholesale and relail consumer if proposed 15
per cent ad valorem duly is assessed

ot e
per,
15 per cent Wholesale ,,i‘,:;,".{,. febt 1o &0n
F.o0. b, Averag lowing 3314 "
wiil price {84 Ylﬂf;m lrelzht pr ‘?&3"" pgr cent ﬁ.‘:g’;’;%
0SS
overhead ;ﬁ E,:{o‘;'g
duty
MAPLE LUMBER
1-inch maple, first and seconds
or clear qualities............ $70.00 $10. 50 $15.00 $95. 50 $127.33 $14,00
1-inch mple, medium or cut- !
ting-up qualities. ...cocooo.. 43.00 645 15.00 i 64.48 86.93 R¢0
2-inch maple, first and second | !
or clear qualities. . .......... 82.00 12.30 | 15000 109.30 145.73 16.40
2-inch msplo, medium or cut- | 1
ting-up qualities............ 62.00 9.30 - 15.00° 88.30 118.07 12.41
3-inch maple, first and seconds ] !
or clear qualities...cuu...... 105.00 | 15.75 . 15.00 135.78 181.00 21.00
8-inch maple, medium or cut- ? | ;
ting-up qualities........ cose 85.00 | 1295 : 15.00 . 112.78 150,34 17.01
MAPLE FLOORING i f
13fs-inch first grade............- 86.00 | l 12.90 - 9.00:  107.%0 143.87 17.21
134¢-inch second grade......... €9.00 | ; 10.35 ! 9.00 88.35 H7.50 13.80

Present birch lumber prices, New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Delroit, Cleveland,

showing increased cost to wholesale and relail consumer if proposed

ad valorem duly is assessed

15 per cent

- .

!ncrteased
cost per
18 per cent Wholesale ngem‘:" rg’? g‘;%d
F.o0.b. Average 0 lowing 3314 con.
valorem rice, dut samer b
mi price | % JUNY freight | P paid y pc‘a;rr “cht vy
overhead :g %o?eﬁ
duty
BIRCH LUMBER
1-inch birch, first and seconds
or clear qualities......... $85.00 $12.75 $15.00 $112.75 $150.33 | $17.00
1-inch birch, medium or cut-
ting-up ?:mm ............. 47.00 7.05 15.00 .05 92.07 | 9.41
134-inch birch, first and sec- ;
onds or clear qualitles....... 90.00 13.50 15.00 118,50 1572.33 18.00
134-inch birch modmmorcuo- i
tln H‘ ......... 67.00 8.85 15.00 80.55 104.07 | 8.07
zlne bire! nm snd seconds :
or clear qualities.......... 92.00 13.80 15.00 120. 80 161.00 : 18 37
2inch birch, medium or cuts . !
ting-up qualities. ........... 65.00 9.78 15.00 80.75 119.67 13.01
2l6-inch bireh, first and sec-
onds or clear qualitles....... 100.00 15.00 15.00 130.00 173.33 20,00
2&s-lnch birch, medlnm or cut. !
tinzmc% ............ 80.00 12.00 15.00 107.00 142.67 ; 16.01
3-inch bise ﬁrst and seconds
or clear qualities. ..... neesae 105.00 18,75 15.00 135.75 181,00 21,00
Solnch bire! medlum or cut-
g P ............ 85.00 1275 15.00 11378 150. 34 17.01
'Mnc birch, ﬁrst and seconds
or clear qualities ............. 120.00 18.00 15.00 15200 204.00 24,00
4-inch birch, modlum cut-
ting-up quallt!os. weneccesess 100,00 15,00 15.00 130.00 173.33 | 20.00
BIRCH FLOORING i
nl:«:b. first grado....cccanaees 71.00 10,63 9.00 90. 65 120.87 14,21
{nch, second grade.......... 61.00 9.16 9.00 79,15 105,53 1220
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Wholesale prices to the trade of cedar lumber, f. 0. b., Minneapolis market

Mar. 26, | Dec. 29, Julg 14, Dec. 31, | June 14,
1927 1027 1928 1928 1928

ﬁ by 5 ciding...... $31.33 $20.35 $32.38 $34.35 $35.35
by 8siding. cene 52.25 46,25 51,25 52.25 83.25

The prices of the lumber quoted are on the basis of surface measure. To
obtain Erice per thousand feet board measure the quotations on one-half inch
siding should bhe doubled and on three-fourths inch siding add 50 per cent to the
price quoted to secure the price per thousand feet board measure.

The result of this is that on the present market the amount secured for siding
per thousand feet board measure is approximately $70 per thousand, while a
year ago the price was $62.70 per thousand, the price having advanced during
the past 15 months $7.30 per thousand feet board measure.

Prices on (perfects) shingles to the trade, f. 0. b. Minneapolis (per thousand)

1928 1929 “ l 1927 | 1028 | 1929
$a.25| 544 July

4.33 5.44 i August.

4.35 5.44 . September...

44 5,29 i Oc¢

4.48 5.24 4 N

471 |........ | De

(The resolutions referred to are as follows:)
RESOLUTION ADO¥TED BY THE WASHINGTON STATE GRANGE

Whereas the United States House of Representatives has passed a bill which
provides a duty of 25 per cent ad valorem on shingles and cedar siding and 10
per cent ad valorem on fence posts and $1 per thousand on saw logs; and

Whereas the farmer uses 60 per cent or more of the shingles and the greater
portion of the cedar siding and 9 ?er cent of the fence posts; and

Whereas cedar poles, railroad ties, and logs for pulp wood used by industrial
firms are admitted duty free: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Washington State Grange protests against the discrimination
herein shown and respectfully urges that Congress place agriculture on a parity
with the industrial in all matters relating to the tariff; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the chairman and members
of the Senate Finance Committee and to the chairman and members of the
Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives, and to the Wash-
ington delegation in Congress and our brother Fred Brenckman, the National
Grange representative in Washington, D. C

Frep W. LEwIs, Secretary.

ResoLuTioN ADOPTED BY THE OREGON STATE GRANGE, DivisioN oF LABOR
CoMMITTEE

Whereas Congress was called into extra session primarily for the purpose of
farm relief, and since tiie present proposed tariff on lumber, shingles, brick, and
cement will cost the American farmers approximately all relief gained by any
form of relief measure.now before Congress: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Oregon State Grange in the interest of the farmers of this
country is ogposed to any tariff on lumber, shingles, brick, and cement from the
Domion of Canada; Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the members of the Ways
and Means Committee, members of Congress from Oregon, members of the
Finance Committee of the United States Senate, to the United States Senator
from Oregon, and our brother Fred Brenckmunb.
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STATEMENT OF JAMES D. LACEY, REPRESENTING JAMES D.
LACEY & CO., NEW YORK CITY

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Couzens. Whom do you represent?

Mr. Lacey. I am representing particularly James D. Lacey & Co.,
and also anotlier company.

In a general sense, however, I am representing the general industry,
and have been for the last 50 years, in the woods end of it.

We have been for the last 50 years engaged in inventorying timber
and promoting the building of the sawmill and other forest-product
industries, and in that respect I have covered pretty nearly the entire
United S.ates and the Dominion of Canada.

I started in Pennsylvania, as a boy, and in 1866 I went to Grand
Rapids, Mich.

I lived there from 1866 until 1880, and then I gave up my business
there, but retained my residence, and went down South into the long-
leaf pine belt, where timber could be bought for $1.25 an acre. I
have been interested in cruising and forest engincering of timber ever
since.

Senator Couzexs. Do you appear in opposition to the tariff or in
favor of the tariff?

Mr. Lacey. I appear at this time in a sense in opposition to portions
of the tariff. I have attended every tariff hearing that has been held
since 1890, in Washington or elsewhere, both in the Senate and in the
House, and in lumber conventions, and I have always been a protec-
tionist, and I am yet. But in the last few years our investigations
and the investigations of others, and the United States statistics
showing the depletion of our forests, have led me from necessity to
change my mind in relation to a great many of the lumber products,
in connection with which we are growing short of the raw material.

When I was a boy in Pennsylvania wood, hemlock logs could be
had for the hauling, but today there is no hemlock in Pennsylvania.
There is no timber of any particular value as manufacturing lumber,
where those operations can be carried on in a large scale to-day in
any of the Eastern States. You can take all of New England and
Pennsylvania and New York State; they ceased to be manufacturers
of lumber to any great extent.

Most of the industries in New England and New York State have
gone from lumber into pulp and paper manufacture, both hardwood
and pulp wood, and what timber is left outside of that for local use
is going to be used lm@ely for that purpose.

he State of New York and some of the New England States are
importing pulp wood from Canada.

cnator CouzeNns. You heard one of the witnesses testify yester-
day that theg were hauling lumber from Canada to the forests of New
England to be manufactured?

Mr. Lacey. Yes.

Senator Couzens. Leaving the timber in New England to stand
and waste; is that correct?

Mr. Lacey. No, sir, it is because New England has not a large
quantity of timber of any kind left. We have a large force of forest
engineers, and we are cruising timber in New England now. We have
been for the last three years cruising a large amount of this timber that
is suppased to be left on the higher portions of Maine, New Hampshire
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and Vermont, but there is no place where it grows there very thickly
because the best timber has been cut out years e,fgo

Maine has held out longer than any other one of the Eastern States,
and produced more softwood, more spruce, because she has had a
for-.t regrowth there. They have been rotating and raising crqps of

ulp wood for a good many years, and in that way they are maintain-
ing their pulp-wood supply to a large extent. But they are using
some pulp wood from Canada.

New York State has practically ceased to be a soft wood producer.
She has gradually l%one down from being the largest producer in the
United States to the twenty-third or twenty-fourth. Last year her
production of soft wood was less than 100,000,000 feet, where she
used to produce over 2,000,000,000 feet. The State of Pennsylvania
bears the same relation.

When I was a boy all the lumber for Philadelphia and that section
of the country was produced from the Delaware River and its tribu-
taries and rafted down the Delaware to Philadelphia. The same
ty-l}inl% 8pplied to New York City. The Hudson River supplied New

ork City.

To-day all that eastern territory is getting its lumber from the
South and the extreme West, and we are to-day dependent upon the
South and the extreme West for our lumber.

So that when we talk about bringing in an excess of any one
material and depreciating the value of our own products we are telling
about something that does not exist. From the best statistics we
have available, and those are the statistics of 50 years traversing the
woods of the different portions of this country and Canada, from the
Atlantic to the Pacific and from Alaska to Brazil, we have gotten
our experience and knowledge. We therefore know we have a better
knowledge of the timber industries of this country than any other
concern in existence, because it has been our business for the last 50
years to find out and prepare for the selling of timber to the lumber
men.

In other words, our business has been and is a service to the lumber
industry, and in that way we have had to enlarge our business from
simply cruising timber in the beginning, and we are to-day giving
service in almost any form that the trade may require it, and we
are all the time hunting for new territory.

We have cruised Alaska quite closely, and it is very disappointing
as to the quantity of timber we now have in Alaska. When it is put
into spruce, as it will be in a few years to come, it will not last very
long, because it does not exist in anything like the quantities we
have been led to believe it did.

On the Pacific coast I have been going out there now for the last
30 years. I began 30 years ago in disposing of timber on the coast.
The State of Washington at that time had over 400,000,000,000 feet
of timber. At least half of that has gone. -

In speaking of half of the timber remaining in the State of Wash-
ington, it does not compare with the quality of the timber that
existed 30 ﬁfars ago, because we have been manufacturing very
largely the high grade old crop to get as much lumber out of it as
possible, because the low-grade lumber could not afford the trars-
portation to our Eastern markets. Therefore, we have been going
very heavily on the high grade old crop timber, and from the best

63310—29—voL 4, SCHED 4——2
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information I can obtain by actual investigation, within the next
20 years our high-grade timber there on the Pacific coast will be gone.

hat does not mean that the second growth and the higher altitude
fir, what we call the bastard fir, will be out of existence, but it will be
very much more expensive to manufacture, and it will be of a very
much poorer quality of lumber than you are getting to-day.

Now, in regard to this investigation that has been going on with
reference to the cedar supply. We used to have Elenty of cedar in
Pennsylvania. It was used for fence posts, and there was cedar all
through New York State, Ohio and Michigan.

To-day, where can you find any cedar, with any considerable supply,
east of the Rocky Mountains? Very little exists, not enough to
make it valuable as an operating proposition. In British Columbia
there is considerable cedar, but even with the supply there, I do not
think it will exceed 30,000,000,000 feet. I say that on account of the
fact that we have cruised 50 per cent at least of the standing timber
of British Columbia, and the same thing would apply to the States
of Washington and Oregon.

Washington had more cedar, but she has cut it off pretty fast, and
it will not be so many years until, as a commercial product, Washing-
ton will be out of cedar.

Senator Couzens. Who retained you to come here and testify?

Mr. Lacey. Myself. I am not here in the interest of any one
industry, Senator. I have not been employed. I have discussed the
matter, as I always do, with lumbermen as I meet them, some Demo-
crats and some free-traders and some Republicans. I have always
advocated protection and I do to-day, to the things that need the
protection.

But I want to read you just a sentence or two in this reforestation
report of January 10, 1924, which says that approximately 10,000,000
acres of forest land are cut over annually in the United States, about
half of which is virgin stumpage and half second growth. It says
that the. total annual drain upon our timber supply is equivalent to
about 60,000,000,000 board feet, of which amount 53,000,000,000 is
used and at least 7,000,000,000 feet is destroyed by fire and disease.

It also says that a substantial amount of second growth timber has
been produced ip portions of old forest regions where virgin timber
was cut many years ago and abandoned, and later reforested with
forest trees.

It goes on to say that by far the greater part of this new growth
has been small land growth on approximately 250,000,000 acres, more
or less, and that is taking the place partially of such quantities of
timber as have been removed or destroyed each year. As far as the
data available permitted, and striking a balance, it appears probable
that the remaining saw timber is disappearing approximately eight
an¢i a half times as fast as new growth is reFlacing it. Our hard wood
sawl tin(llber is disappearing three and a half times as fast as it is being
replaced.

It goes on to say in reference to small material and the depletion
of our {n'oducts of the jorest, that it may be said that 25 per cent of the
natural supply of wood is replaced by second growth, still 75 per cent
is not being replaced, of the possible supply. The stock of capital
timber in the United States, it says, has already become too small to
support the present consumption of forest products, and then it says
this depletion is steadily continuing.
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Senator Couzens. From what report is that?

Mr. Lacey. That is in the Forest Report, a Senate report of Janu-
ary 10, 1924, That is from a part of that report.

I am not, as I said before, representing any interest. My interests
are in the timber industry. I am interested in timber lands in Canada
both eastern and western Canada. I am interested in timber lands
on the Pacific Coast and in the Southern States, and have some
timber in Mexico. Therefore, my interests are general.

But I am interested in viewing this matter fundamentally from a
conservation standpoint. I have been listening to these tariff dis-
cussions for 30 years, and I have never yet heard men come in apply-
ing for a tariff who have said anything about the depletion of the
forests or the conservation of the timber. They always say, let us
get all the tariff we can to protect us, and let the forests go down, and
that is what we are doing.

It has gotten to this point, and this is why I am changing from a
strong protectionist to a free trader in certain things: Thirty years
ago 1 was here when the Wilson bill was being put through, and I
then advocated very strongly a tariff on Canadian lumber, and
afterwards in Mr. Roosevelt’s administration, Mr. Pinchot and my-
self had several very heated arguments on that question, and I finally
went South and had photographs taken of lande cut over in 1906,
when we were obtaining a very high price for southern pine, $20 a
thousand, and then afterwards the price of lumber went down to
$12 and $14 per thousand. I had those photographs taken, and I
showed a comparison between good lumber when it paid to cut it
off and when it did not pay to cut anything but the best of it.

I advocated a duty on Canadian lumber for a long time, because
at that time we could not compete with the products that came in
from Canada without a tariff, and a $2 tariff was placed upon Canadian
lumber, and our southern mills—I was then interested in the Gardner-
Macey Co. in Georgetown, S. C., and we were manufacturing cypress.

When the Dingley bill was passed we had a yard filled with medium
and low grade lumber, and we borrowed all the money we could get
to carry it, but we could not sell it because we could not compete
under the Wilson bill that gave free trade to Canadian lumber.
When the Dingley bill was passed we had no trouble in disposing of
those grades in the eactern and New England sections of the country.

But those times have changed, and conditions have changed, and
what existed then does not exist to-day, and we have not the timber
standing in the South to-day nor in any other section of the United
States to warrant our cutting it nine and a half times as fast as we
can reproduce it.

Therefore, I say it is time to begin to conserve our own timber to
the best possible extent, that is, in a general way.

Now, so far as New England is concerned, I opposed free lumber
from Canada to New England in the earlier days, but to-day I abso-
lutely approve of sending in free Canadian logs or timber, brought in,
any kind that can be brought in there, thus continuing.to afford a
reasonably priced material for the New England people, giving em-
ployment to their men and allowing the continuation of their wood-
working industries that use that class of lumber.

Senator WaLsH. Do most of the woodworking industries of New
England get their lumber from Canada now?
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Mr. Lacey. Not all of it. They use some of their own. Then
they get quite a little hardwood from the South. But they can not
continue to exist unless we get that Canadian lumber.

Senator WaLsn. Tske those manufacturers along the Fitchburg
Railroad. Where do they get their lumber from?

Mr. Lacey. A good deal of it comes from Cenada, and they need
to get more, or else they have to diminish their manufactures.

n regard to hardwood, we know pretty well that pine is rapidly
being cut out. The South, in the long-leaf pine belt may have a
10 years longer supply of high %lrade long-leaf pine. That is the pine
that supplies the railroads with their high grade siding and bridge
timbers, and it is the best and strongest construction timber that ever
existed 1n this country. That will practically be gone.

There will be some younger growth; there will be considerable
short-leaf pine left also.

We then must resort to the firr We are using a great deal of fir
to-day. We used last year in New York City over 3,000,000,000 feet
of fir, and probably will use more this year.

Fir is coming to-day very largely into the South. I was in the
city of New Orleans last winter, in our New Orleans office, and I saw
cargoes of firlanded in that city from the Pacific coast, and distributed
there to supply a class of timber that they are cut out of.

The Great Southern Lumber Co., in which I have been a stock-
holder for a great many years; in fact, I sold them all their timber
originally, 6,000,000,000 feet of timber on 600,000 acres of land,
have been cutting a million feet & day for the last 26 years. They
have about eight years’ supply left at that rate of cutting. They
have endeavored to reduce the cut, but their manufacturing plant
was built for that capacity, and to reduce the capacity would greatly
increase the cost. 'Therefore, in order to overcome that condition
they have been looking around in South or Central America.

We have aided them in two or three instances, and sent one man
with one of their men to investigate the soft wood resources in Central
America.

In addition to that, they have joined with another company and
are to-day bringing red wood in logs from the Pacific coast, to take
up the slack in their production, in the hope that they can continue
their lumbering operations at Bogalusa for an indefinite period.
They have built a city there with some 18,000 inhabitants, and they
have built churches and school-houses and furniture establishments
and other manufacturing industries, and as a matter of sentiment
and business they want to J)erpetuate the city of Bogalusa, and that
is what they are trving to do by bringing lumber from the outside.

Senator Couzens. They are carrying on a long range reforestation
scheme?

Mr. Lacey. They are carrying on a long range reforestation
scheme to a great extent, but the reforestation is going to take a
long time. e have some of this work for ourselves in operation
and have under cultivation, and for other people, the American
Creosoting Co., who are reforesting in order to get telegraph poles
in the future, and we have a company in Florida who have a large
amount of cut-over lands, and we have taken over 80,000 acres of
lands from the Missouri Pacific Railway Co. in Arkansas for the
purpose of reforestation and consolidating, and selling off such
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portions with timber on it that is profitable, and are reforesting the
remainder to get a supply.

In the South we have probably 20,000,000 acres of cut-over timber
land, and in the last 40 years we have taken a good deal of that cut-
over land from the Government ourselves.

But there is not a large mill in the South that has a 10-years’
supply of wood land to continue with. We know that from being in
close touch with the mills. We have estimated and reestimated their
timber, and as time went on we have made a closer estimate. We
have estimated some of it two or three times, every time getting a
higher estimate because of the better utilization of the wood.

Senator WaLsH. Has there not been quite a development of wood
manufactures in the South in recent years?

Mr. Lacey. Yes; very great.

Senator WaLsH. I am surprised at that, in view of what you say
about the limited supply of wood.

Mr. Lacey. Originally, our hard woods came from the North,
from Ohio and Indiana. In 1866, when I went to Michigan, we were
ﬁtting our walnut from Indiana and our oak from Indiana. In

ichigan we were getting oak and ash and elm.

I was in Grand Rapids before a piece of furniture was manufac-
tured there, so I have seen the growth in that industry from 1867 on.
Two men started there in a very small way, C. C. Comstock, a lumber
man, and William A. Burkey, a man who was doing a small cabinet
business there.

From that small beginning Grand Rapids has developed into the
largest high-grade furniture center of any place in the world. She pro-
duces to-day more high-grade furniture than any other place in the
United States, or any place in the world that I have knowledge of.

Senator Couzens. Where do they get their lumber from there?

Mr. Lacey. They are getting their hardwood very largely from
the Southern States. They got a great deal of it from the Mississippi
Delta, and some from the Appalachians. She now is getting most
of her wood from the Appalachian country, because the Mississippi
Delta is pretty well cut out.

I have been interested and still am, in some 600,000 acres of hard-
wood lands in northern Louisiana. We have sold a considerable
amount of that lumber to Grand Rapids, with a freight rate of from
28 to 34 cents. She is paying to-day 48 cents from the Appalachian
States to Grand Rapids, and the freight rate on her raw material
is getting to be very excessive.

In the last 10 years the furniture industry; that is, of the low-priced
and medium-priced furniture, has very greatly changed. There
was no manufacturing in the South to speak of. In 1900 there was
$5,000,000 worth of ?urniture produced in the South. In the year
1927 there were $145,000,000 worth of furniture produced, and the
grade had very greatly increased.

North Carolina has been the largest producer. At Winston-
Salem, Joneshoro, and High Point there are large factories. At
High Point they have developed a number of large industries, and
some of our eastern manufacturers have gone down there, and they
arc producing to-day a very great amount of medium-priced furni-
ture, and where they used to buy furniture from Grand Rapids, they
are selling from five to seven carloads a week into Grand Rapids, ‘to
supply the dealers there with medium-priced furniture.

| r
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There is only one medium-priced furniture company left in Grand
Rapids, and that is the Sligh Furniture Co., and they make furniture
for bedrooms and make it at a medium price, and always have.

So they have gotten away from the source of supplfy of raw material.

It was the raw material originally that started the furniture industry
in Grand Rapids.
*- The finest growth of white pine that ever existed anywhere in the
world, and the finest grade of lumber was in Michigan. White pine
always was and is recognized as the king of soft wood, and probably
will always continue to be so.

The furniture industry, like every other industry that depends
upon raw material, is migratory. It has to get just as close to the
lumber industry as it can. I have gone from Pennsylvania to Michi-
gan and Wisconsin and Minnesota, and when I look backward and

o forward, I discover that I have followed the lines of least resistance.
hen I went South.

Then 30 years ago I went to the Pacific coast, and we have been
operating very largely on the Pacific coast, both in British Columbia
and in Oregon and Washington and California. .

The lumber industry moved from Pennsylvania. A great many
Pennsylvanians came to Michigan, among others the Longs of
Grand Rapids. They went out there and went into the lumber
business and they are still living out there. There are other Pennsyl-
vanians I know of that went out there in the same way.

As time goes on the furniture industry will, to a large extent, go
nearer to the timber, and the low grade and medium priced furniture
already has moved southward and is largely established there.

The high-grade furniture that is being manufactured in Grand
Rapids to-day can afford to continue to be manufactured there, and
it pays a big price for the raw material, because the raw material after
all is a small part of the cost of this furniture. It will run anywhere
from 20 to 30 per cent.

Their walnut now is about gone, and the walnut veneering is getting
to be very scarce and very high. They are going back again to ma-
hogany veneer, and that is coming still more and more into demand.

In speaking of the movement of traffic, I could not help but think
of a statement made yesterday in the Senate, when Senator Reed of
Pennsylvania was speaking of numerous blast furnaces in the State of
Pennsylvania to-day that are shut down for certain reasons. That
was what Senator Reed said.

Instead of stating that they were shut down because they had no
ore to feed into those furnaces, it was more another reason, for politi-
cal purposes, if you wish, but not for actual causes. Pennsylvania and
New York State have been out of the iron-making business for a good
many years, except from the ore that has been imported there.

In 1883 I made a trip through the West Indies and part of Central
America to investigate wage conditions down there, and I found then
that the Bethlehem Steel Co. were exporting from Cuba and have
been ever since, exporting iron ore to Pennsylvania. It is their entire
source of supply of iron ore. So that it is not for the reason that Sena-
tor Reed assigned at all that those furnaces are idle. I live on the
Hudson River, a few miles above New York City, in the summer time,
and the old Sterling furnaces——

Senator Couzens. We are not now considering the steel schedule.
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Mr. Lacey. I will get back to the wood schedule.

Senator Couzens. I would like to know what effect this proposed
25 per cent tariff on shingles from British Columbia will have on the
Washington industry?

Mr. Lacey. I do not think it will have very much effect, because
Washington and British Columbia do not produce shingles enough to
sugply the demand.

wanted to buy.several thousand shingles last fall to shingle my
barns and my garage in Newburgh, and I could not buy any red
cedar shingles nor any of the old cypress shingles.

When we went into the manufacturing of shingles in Georgetown,
S. C., in 1890, 80 per cent——

Senator Couzens. I understand you do not believe that a tariff of
25 per cent on British Columbia shingles will affect the Washington
industry at all?

Mr. Lacey. I do not think it will. If vou put an added tariff of
25 per cent on the Canadian lumber you will get a 25 per cent advance
in the cost of Washington shingles.

I have been closely interested in a tariff-protected industry for a
good many years. 1 have never known of a tariff that was passed
when we did not add the tariff to the cost of production. The ulti-
mate consumer always pays the bills,

Senator Couzens. Do not the Washington producers want pro-
tection from competition from British Columbia?

Mr. Lacey. Of course, and we always want protection if we can
get it. But there are Washington manufacturers of cedar shingles
to-day that have money invested in British Columbia and I have
seen statements from both branches, and they are making as much
money on their Washington shingles as on their British Columbia
shingles. There is practically no difference. If you put a 25 per
cent tariff on British Columbia shingles you destroy the market,
just as you have on British Columbia lumber, because it will not
stand the price.

Senator WatLsH. Can the industry in Washington take care of the
domestic consumption in the event of an embargo being put upon
British Columbia shingles?

Mr. Lacey. No;I do not think they can, because the two combined
to-day are not taking care of the market.

Senator Couzens. Then why are both the Washington Senators
very vigorously urging a 25 per cent tariff on shingles from British
Columbia, one of them a Democrat and the other a Republican, so
it can not be said it is for any partisan reasons.

Mr. Lacey. Of course, they have to protect their constituents and
comply with their wishes.

Senator Couzens. They must need it, if they need protection.

Mr. Lacey. Have you ever found an industry in the United States
that did not need protection? I never have, if they could get it.

Senator Couzexns. It is not a matter of what they want; it is what
they need. Do they need it?

Mr. Lacey. To-day the lumber industry in the West is in certain
respects very profitable. But what are those respects? They are
men thoroughly trained and skilled as lumbermen. They are men of
sufficient capacity to carry out all the different branches of manufac-
turing, and they get their profit not from the sales price, because there
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in British Columbia to-day it is $6 and $8 a thousand less than it was in
1923, and therefore they do not make but two or three dollars a
thousand above the cost of stumpage on the selling price, but they do
make their money in the economies of manufacture. Tiley have the
latest machinery of every kind, and they 1aanufacture on the most
economical basis. Those are the lumbermen on the Pacific coast
who in the last five years have been making what money has been
made. The merchant lumberman on the Pacific.coast has been in a
bad way, because he has had to buy his logs on the market. He has
not owned any timber himself. He is in the same position as the
merchant manufacturing lumber all over the United States. In the
new country, where stumpage is cheap, they will buy a little lumber,
and buy up the Government land. The same thing existed in the
South until there is no more Government land left, and then the
lumber man had to go in and buy the timber, and the merchant mill
disappeared. That is what is happening on the Pacific coast,.

Senator Couzens. Is not that what they are complaining of, the
enormous amount of unemployment because all of their mills are
going out of business?

r. LAcey. I was out there in October, and I traveled through
the forests of Oregon and California and Washington, and I did not
see any unemployment.

Senator Couzens. The Senators from that State complain of
unemployment hecause of the fact that the mills are closing down,

Mr. Lacey. The mills have done this: During the war, the lumber
industry and everybody else were crowding themselves to increase
their output, and when the war was over a number of big new mills
bought large tracts of land and put manufacturing on a much lower
basis. That extra number of mills overloaded the market, and we
had overproduction in lumber, and we have some to-day.

In the last year the coast mills and the southern mills that have
been running five days a week, and some of them 20 per cent less,
have reduced their overhead supply of lumber and they are getting
down to a basis now where they can normally s1:ipply the trade, if
they do not go back and cut six days in the week, day and night. If
they do that you will have surplus lumber and you will have low-

riced lumber again, and you will have a lot of mills go out of existence
just as happened on the Pacific coast, and in the case of some of them
1n the South.

It is all a matter of supply and demand, tariff or no tariff. You
can not carry on a business where there is a surplus.

Senator Covuzens. If you curtail the imports from British Colum-
bia, do you not accentuate the mill production in Washington?

Mr. Lacey. To some extent, but you can not go out and build
these mills within a year’s time. There is very little cedar timber
to-day to do that with in Washington, and the owners of that might
enlarge their mills to some extent, but if they went right at it it
would take two or three years to get into production of the same
amount they are producing in British Columbia, and to-day both of
them together are not producing a quantity of shingles sufficient to
supply the American demand.

; Ser‘;ator WaLsn. Where does the remainder of the supply come
rom

Mr. Lacey. There are no cypress shingles to-day, because that
timber is too scarce, and so far as red wood is concerned, red wood is
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nearly out of the shingle business, because red wood is worth more
money in lumber than in shingles. Just so, the low-grade softwood
is worth more in paper than in low-grade lumber, and the result is
that eastern Canada has very few saw mills running.

The State of Maine, the last producer in the eastern market to
produce lumber, is nearly out of the lumber business. There are very
few sawmills in Maine to-day producing lumber, but there are a
number of pulp and paper mills that are converting the spruce and
hemlock and what pulp woods they can bring in from Canada into
pulp aund paper.

Therefore, our supply of lumber is decreasing from every quarter,
and it is going to continue to decrease, because in the East, as I said
before, the Eastern States are practically out of the lumber business;
they have not the lumber to produce in commercial amounts that
would affect the market one way or the other.

Senator Couzens. Have you about concluded your statement?

Mr. Lacey. 1 have a little more I would like to say on the question
of the importation of woods. I would like to speak of the importation
of logs. I heard the arguments that were made this morning.

Senator WaLsa. What kind?

Mr. Lacey. Mahogany, and other precious woods. They call them
cabinet woods; in Central and South America they call them precious
woods, adapted to the making of high-grade furniture and other
articles of use that require a fine quality of hardwood. Therefore
they designate them as their precious woods. They have two classi-
fications, one of precious woods and the other of construction woods.
The construction woods are some of the softer woods.

hSeq?ator Couzens. Do you believe there ought to be a tariff on
those

Mr. Lacey. No, sir; I do not think there should be a tariff of any
kind on any kind of a log brought into the United States, because we
are going to need in the next 50 years every log we have and every
log we think we can bring in. We are cutting out to-day
60,000,000,000 feet a year, and that does not account for the farm
lot, and things that go into wood, that are destroying the forests.

Here is the inconsistency of this tariff bill to-day. We have been
for a number of years, ever since the Forestry Department was
organized, advocating conscrvation and the regrowth of timber in
every way we can, to conserve our forests.

But what are we doing? We are shutting out, we are prohibitin
the importation of wood that will maintain the life of our forests, an
destroying our forests that much quicker. Is there any consistency
in that kind of a system?

Senator Couzens. It depends, does it not, on whether the owners
of the forests want to produce, or hold their property in the interest
of conservation?

Mr. Lacey. Some are holding and some are producing. All of
the money I have in the world is in forests to-day, and my interest
would be to close the doors and raise the price on our timber. But
I am too old to want to be so entirely selfish as that. I say we ought
to think of posterity, and that all these reserves were placed there for
posterity. They were made with that in view.

But we are selling, every year the Government is selling that re-
serve for posterity to the lumber men, and that is largely sustaining
the operations of the Forestry Department.
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When Mr. Graves was Chief Forester he said I was academic
because I objected to the Government coming in and competing, where
I owned the land and had paid two or three times as much for it as
the Government was asking, and the Government said, buy Govern-
ment timber because you pay no taxes on it; you simpiy pay for the
timber as you cut it.

We had paid our interest and paid big taxes, and yet the Govern-
ment is selling that stumpage at a higher price than the stumpage
is worth to support the Forestry Department.

You might as well say, and with as much consistency, that the
Navy should be snﬂ)ported by selling warships, as that the Forestry
Department should be supported by selling out the inheritance of
posterity. :

Senator Couzens. Is that all you have to present?

Mr. Lacey. Except that I still want to announce not only my
conviction but my knowledge and belief that the time has come in
this count? when we have to bring in all the raw material we can get,
even if it does affect some of us individually or collectively, because
if we do not we will all pay the penalty. My children and my
children’s children will surely pay the penalty in the lack of forests
and the lack of woods we have to have, whether it is for shingles or
anything else, and 1 say that the birch and maple and other wood
that comes in from Canade has but very little effect upon our manu-
facturers.

You were considering yesterday bent-wood furniture, and the
statement was made that they sold bent-wood furniture in New
York from abroad at 82, where it costs $5 to make it, and they wanted
a8 60 per cent tariff. 1 say when that spread comes in any article
of commerce we have not anﬁ' business to put on a tariff unless we
put on a prohibitive tariff to keep it out. We have not any right to
try to assess on the American people the difference between $2 and
$5 for a chair.

The main reason for that less amount of traffic in bent wood is that
we are not using so much bent wood. We are using a different kind
of a chair.

I have been sitting on bent-wood chairs for the last 50 years, and
whenever I go into a restaurant that has a new kind of chair, I always
go back to that restaurant.

When we analyze a great many of these complaints, that you hear,
and follow them to their ultimate conclusion you will find it 1s not the
competition so much as it is the change in the fashion or in the
industry, and that you will find to be true all along the line.

I want to file a statement a little later on with the committee,
Mr. Chairman. I did not have time to make up any schedule of
figures.

Senator CouzeEns. Very well.

BRIEF OF THE LUMBER MANUFACTURERS OF THE NORTHWEST

The producers of lumber of the States of Washington and Oregon are attempt-
ing to maintain their business under a double disadvantage. Their competitors
i’ust across the line in British Columbia, producing exactly the same kind of

umber, have two material advantages: (1? A lower cost of production, (2) a
lower cost of transportation to the markets of the United States.
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The first of these advantages, a lower cost of production, arises principally
from the fact that the British Columbia timber is more accessible, and the logs
can, therefore, be delivered to the mill at less expense than the logs from the
more inaccessible timber of Washington and Oregon. Thie point has been fully
explained to your committee by numerous witnesses and will not be elaborated
here. But the second disad+ antage, the increased cost of transportation, under
which the American lumberman labors, is just as important and has not been
fully covered. We will, therefore, devote this brief to that particular point.

Under the coastwise shipping laws, no foreign vessel can carry cargo from one
United States port to another United States port. Thus the American luberman
wishing to ship lumber, say from Seattle or Portland, to New York, Boston,
Baltimore, or other Atlantic ports, must send his lumber in a ship flying the
American flag. His British Columbia competitor, however, wishing to ship
lumber, say from Vancouver to any port in the United States, is at perfect liberty
to use a foreign ship. He may use a British, Norwegian, Japanese, or any other
foreign ship that happens to be available. These foreign ships can and do carry
lumber at a lower freight rate than the American ships. It is useless to argue why
or how these foreign ships are able to carry freight at a lower rate than American
shiﬁs. The fact is that they do. .

r. C. S. Dant in his oral testimony explained one of the reasons for this
difference in freight rates. He said that European ships having carried a cargo
from Europe to Japan or other Asiatic port, could get home on a shorter route
by coming across the Pacifiz and through the Panama Canal. If, on the way
home, they could pick up a cargo of lumber at Vancouver for New York, the
could afford to carry that lumber at a low rate, because the voyage to New Yor
was on their way home. There are also other reasons why foreign ships can
carry freight at a cheaper rate than American ships, such as lower cost of seamen’s
wages, etc. Whatever the reason, the fact is that foreign ships can and do make
a lower rate than American ships.

The American manufacturer, therefore, who wishes to ship lumber from the
Northwest to New York or other American port, and who is compelled by law
to use an Amcriean ship, must pay a higher rate for the transportation of his
lumber than Lis British Columbia competitor pays. This difference in freight
varic: from $1.00 per thousand feet of lumber to $2.50 per thousand. The
avernge difference is approximately $1.50 per thousand. These figures are
well-known and can readily be verified by the Shipping Board or Department of
Commerce.

Even the fact that the United States owns the Panama Canal furnishes no
comfort to the American lumberman because he is compelled to pay the same
toll as his foreign competitor, nor can he, in any way, ¢scape the extra freight
charge, because the shipping law compels him, if he ships at all, to ship in a vessel
flying the American flag. )

A specific example of how the British Columbia manufacturer of lumber enjoys
a lower freight rate to Atlantic American ports is as follows:

The British steamship Sheaf Mead was chartered late in February this year to
be delivered to charaterers in March at Shanghai, to be redelivered north of
Hatteras. The charter rate was $1.15 per dead weight ton per month. As the
Sheaf Mead is approximately 7,600 tons dead weight; the charter hire was at the
rate of $8,740 per month. She carries 4,000,000 feet of Inmber. It cost the
charterers $10,300 to put the vessel in position for loading at Vancouver.

It required 12 days to load, 28 days to make the trip to New York, and 12 days
to discharge her cargo. The charter hire was $15,200, the fuel cost $4,200, the
canal tolls $4,200, loading and discharging $12,300, and port charges and iniscel-
laneous $3,000. This aggregates $38,900. To this must be added the cost of
getting the vessel to Vancouver, amounting to $10,300, or a total of $49,200 to
transport 4,000,000 feet of lumber from Vancouver to New York, or less that
$12.50 per thousand feet.

At the same time the rate for American vessels from any port in the North-
west to Atlantic ports was $14 per thousand. It thus cost the American
manufacturer over $1.50 per thousand more than the manufacturer in British
Columbia to transport lumber to American markets on the Atlantic coast. On
& cargo of 4,000,000 feet this difference is in excess of $6,000.

The result is that the American lumberman of the Northwest not only must
face the competition of the British Columbia lumber, which can be produced
more cheaply because of its greater accessibility, but he must contend with a
competitor who enjoys the advantage of a lower freight rate.

One of these disadvantages borne by the American lumberman is a disadvantage
imposed upon him by nature, the other is a disadvantage imposed upon him by

~
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law. Congress having mede that law, and placed a burden upon the American
lumberman in the interest of American shipping, ought to relieve the lumberman
from this law-made burden, by placing an adequate tariff upon the product of
his foreign competitors. A moderate duty of three dollars per thousand would
be barely sufficient to equalize the disadvantage under which tha American
producer is now placed.
Respectfully submitted. .
C. Bascom SrEMP,
Louis Titus,
Atiorneys for certain Northwest lumbermen.

STATEMENT OF HON. WESLEY L. JONES, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry there are not more
members of the committee present, but I know how those things are
carried on. I am not going to take any of the time of the committee.
‘We have several gentlemen here who desire to be heard, and we would
like to have them get through as nearly as possible in the time set by
the chairman. So I am going to present first to the committee, Mr.
Lamb, of Hoquiam, Wash., who will discuss the subject of lumber
generally, and also possibly in some particulars.

STATEMENT OF FRANK H. LAMB, HOQUIAM, WASH.

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Couzens. Will you state whom you represent?

Mr. LausB. In order that you may understand my testimony,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to give you something of my personal
experience.

was educated as a forester, but instead of taking a position in
the Forest Service I went into the lumber business, and have been
in the business since 1900. My major operation was sold in 1925.

I have been in touch with the so-called conservation movement in
the United States, and was a delegate to the White House conference
in 1905, and have followed it since.

In the last few years I have traveled quite extensively in various
parts of the world studying the lumber business and forestry.

I want to call your attention to two passages in the President’s
special message, not because you need to have it called to your
attention, but because I want to base my argument upon that.

The first passage I want to call your attention is that in which the
President speaks in regard to the tariff on other industries than
lumber, in which he says:

It would seem to me that the test of necessity for revision is in the main whether
there has beer a substantial slackening of activity in an industry during the past
few years, and a oonsequent decrease of employment due to insurmountable
competition in the products of that industry.

I hope to prove that the lumber industry is one of those industries,
Mr. Chairman.

Senator Couzens. Before you proceed on that line, may I ask if the
Tariff Commission did not go into that very carefully at one time.

Mr. Laus. I shall have occasion to refer to some of the figures of
the Tariff Commission a little later.

Speaking of a tariff on agricultural products, the President said:

Such a tariff not only protects the farmer in our domestic market but it also

stimulates him to diversify his crops and to grow products that he could not
otherwise produce.
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1 hope to demonstrate that the growing timber is a farm crop and
will be one of the crops which the farmers of the United States could
well afford to engage in. up.

Addressing myself to the first contention, that the lumber industry
has met surmountable difficulties, may I cite to you an income tax
statement, the latest I hav ., for 1026. Instead of giving you the gross
figures I have reduced it to percentages. .

If you take all of the manufacturers in the United States, 40 per
cent of the firms show a deficit, and the percentage of deficits to the
net income was 1734 per cent. ) .

If you take the returns from the State of Washington, in which
more than one-half of the industry depends upon the lumber industry,
instead of 46 per cent of the firms showing a deficit, there were 48
per cent showing a deficit, and instead of 1714 per cent of deficits as
compared with net income, we have 48.8 per cent of deficits.

Now, takix:f up the lumber and wood products industry by itself.
In the United States as a whole, 41.6 per cent of the firms show a
deficit, and the percentage of deficits was 45.8 per cent.

In the State of Washington, as against that figure for the whole
industry, 55.6 })er cent of the firms show a deficit, and the deficit was
50.9 per cent of the net income, and in the State of Oregon the figures
are not so good; 52.7 per cent of the firms show a deficit, and the
deficit was equal to 59 per cent of the net income shown by those who
have a net income. . .

Senator Couzens. Do you propose to tell us in your testimony
why"? over half of these concerns made a profit and the other half did
not

Mr. Laus. I will. The lumber industry’s net assets were $3,500,-
000,000, according to the income-tax statement, and the net income,
less deficits for the industry in the whole United States was a little
over $103,000,000, which is 2.8 per cent of the net investment in the
industry. I submit that that is not a very good return, and I will
show you, as you have suggested, where that 2.8 ser cent came from,
in major cases. My personal knowledge of conditions in Washirg-
ton, and the fact that I see quite a number of these leads to this
statement, that those firms which have been able to show a gain
h‘av:: done it entirely because of the appreciated value of standing
timber.

Senator Couzens. Of course, that is not taking into account the
cut, is it?

Mr. Laus. Yes, sir. ) .

Senator Couzens. How is it taking that into account?

Mr. Laus. Because the costs of many of these firms are based

upon timber held previous to the year 1913, and the basic figure
used for estimating gains dates from March 1, 1913, on timber
bought since 1913, along in 1916 or 1917, as much of my own timber
was bought, and bouﬁht at prices which were very materially below
present prices of timber, and therefore when it is realized it shows
a very considerable net profit.
. 'The average returns to the lumber industry in the State of Wash-
ington at the mill is now about $21 per thousand. I submit that
no lumber concern, with very few exceptions—there are always
exceptions—can buy logs and timber on the present market value
and sell that timber at $21 a thousand and make 1 cent of profit.
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Senator Couzens. You substantiate my statement that the depre-
ciation does not show until the timber is cut or sold?

Mr. Lams. It only shows when timber is cut, and then only of
timber bought years ago and for much cheaper prices than prevail
at the present time. ]

I also submit a statement of the National City Bank made in 1927,
extending over five years for 104 firms engaged in the lumber-manu-
facturing industry in Washington and Oregon. The desire was to
form a trust, if you please, and the National City Bank went thor-
oug‘})ly into the accounts of these firms to see whether it was advisable
to do so. :

The total assets showed $278,000,000 for these 104 firms, and with
liabilities of $101,000,000, or a total net asset of $176,000,000.

The net earnings of these concerns, including many of the oldest
and most prosperous firms in the Pacific Northwest, after deducting
operating expenses, depreciation, and depletion, but not for taxes,
interest, and any possible dividends, were as follows:

For 1922 the net return, the net income on earnings, amounted to
$9,715,000, or 5.5 per cent of the net investment in the industry.
That did not include taxes and interest, or any possible dividends.

In 1923 the net earnings were $17,341,000, or 9.6 per cent of the
getdinvestmont, not including taxes, interest, or provision for divi-

ends.

In 1924 it amounted to only $253,000, or 0.14 of 1 per cent, with
taxes not paid and interest not paid.

In 1925 it amounted to $1,873,000, or approximately 1 per cent,
without, provision for taxes or interest.

But in 1926 they were unable to meet their operating exﬂenses
and showed a deficit of $105.000, and added to that must also be the
unpaid taxes and interest, and, of course, no dividends.

fwant to show you the result of this condition on that very lum-
ber industry in the Pacific Northwest. To-day the industry is oper-
ating on 75 to 80 fer cont capacity, by general concensus, because
to operate to any larger capacity would overstock the market and
reduce prices. This reduction has taken place since the beginnin
of 1928, and has had marked results in the increased returns reporte
to you as coming to the lumber industry in 1928.

Senator CouzenNs. How was that agreement arrived at?

Mr. LamB. There is no ag_reement. )

Senator Couzens. How did you fix it so you would only produce
75 per cent of the capacity? )

Mr. Lams. The different operators have curtailed their output
from time to time. There has been no consensus, but simply from the
genoral recognition of the fact that to operate at full capacity would

e suicide and the man who did it would be crazy.

Senator Couzens. Why is not that applicable to the farming
situation? .

Just how did you agree in the lumber industry to.overcome what
does not seem fosmble to overcome in the farming industry?

Mr. Laus. 1 suppose it is done in the same way as in the steel
industry and other industries. If the lumber industry as a whole
would not be able in any measure to control its production the industry
at one time or another would be swamped. The logging camss of
Puget Sound were closed this year for a period of from 60 to 90 days.
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Senator Couzens. In that connection, I would like to have it
made plain here why this statement of the whole industry is included
in your statement, when as & matter of fact it amy be affected by
other causes than importations. It might be affected by substitutes,
which are quite a factor in curtailing the use of lumber, are they not?

Mr. Laus. Yes.

Senator Couzens. That might be a factor, in addition to the tariff.

If you made the same sort of a statement with respect to retail
grocers you would find they would show practically a worse state-
ment than you show, but that is not due to anything that the Gov-
ernment can correct; it is rather due to the chain store system,
or the evolution in industry.

I want it clear on the record that this situation may not be wholly
due to importations.

Mr. Laus. I have not reached the argument in reference to ‘he
relation of this situation to the tariff as yet. .

Senator Couzens. I understand, but I do not want the record to
go unchallenged that this whole terrible picture you are painting
may be wholly attributed to importations.

Mr. Lams. T am not making that claim.

Senator Couzens. I thought you were, because you are painting
a pitiful picture of the whole lumber industry.

r. LAMB. I am basing my observations upon official statements
which can be readily substantiated. I think you would agree that
statements from the Income Tax Division would be fairly accurate
and that statenients made for possible bonding purposes by a national
organization would not be unduly optimistic.

nator Couzens. That same picture could be painted of many
other industries that are not in any sense affected by the tariff, and
I do not want the impression to be in the record that we are controlled
by the fact that the industry shows a very unfavorable condition.

Mr. Lams. I am simply showing this condition exists.

Senator Couzens. But I want it understood that that is not all
attributable to the tariff.

Mr. Lams. The situation in reference to shingles and the shingle
mills will be presented to you later.

We have numerous examples of plants which are going out of
business. There was one sold in the last few days, and it i1s due to
this situation. Mills that are without standing timber upon which
they can realize are unable to continue in business. Against that will
be cited the fact that some additional new mills are going in, and I
say that in every instance of that sort the construction of these mills
is absolutely to realize upon timber stumpage, and to get something
out of the material as soon as possible. '

I am interested in companies, one in particular, that is realizing on
its stumpage, and it shows a gain just as these companies do which
I cited to you, which show a profit. I claim the major part of that
is due to realizing upon stumpage. .

I am also interested in another company, a purely manufacturing
company, which has no timber at the present time, and it has been
impossible in the last five years to show any profit, and I challenge
anyone to demonstrate how, on the present cost of timber, a mill can
operate and produce lumber at the average mill prices in Washington
and Oregon and make a profit. '
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Senator Couzens, Is that situation in connection with your
concern due entirely to competition from Canada?

Mr. Lams. Partly, as I will try to show you.

The handicaps which, according to Mr. Hoover’s definition, that
the lumber industry is meet.m‘f with, as compared with manufac-

other parts of Canada, are briefly
a8 follows: . o . .

The United States Tariff Commission, in its report issued on Jul
1, 1925, on pqi:s 10, in regard to logging conditions on Puget Sound,
showed that there is an average less cost for stumpage in British
Columbia of 70 cents per thousand. I think the committee under-
stands the stumpage arrangement in British Colubmia; it is on a
ro{)alty basis. )

uring 1923 the same report shows that the average royalty paid
on lumber cut in British Columbia by some twenty firms is 47.1
cents. I
. I was in the logging industry actively at that time on the Wash-
ington side, in much similar timber, perhaps somewhat better located
and we were paying an average of three and s half to four dollars a
thousand for stumpage at that time.

The matter of taxation comes into the price of stumpage. Ac-
cording to the reports of the Forest Service, the average taxation on
the lumber out[i)ut of Oregon and Washington in the year 1925 was
$1.60. Remember, gentlemen, that is the taxation.

In British Columbia you have a tax of $140 for 640 acres, or prac-
tically a nominal tax, that does not equal the tax, in many cases,
per acre in the United States._ .

Without going any further into the relative cost of stumpage, we
will take the Tariff Commission’s figure as 70 cents, which is a mini-
mum. It is much more than that in most cases. . .

The same report shows that the logging cost is greater in Washing-
ton than in British Columbia by 43 cents. :

Then we have the freight cost, or the transportation cost.

Owing to the fact that we are compelled to use, under the coast-
wise laws only American vessels, running to American markets, we
have a.higher freight rate by water into the East coast markats.
That will (eﬁﬁone into more fully later.

But the ditference ranges from $1.50 to $2.50 per thousand feet.

S0, taking everything into consideration, we have an advantage in
favor of the British Columbia manufacturer up to the mill of $2.63.
I am not going to claim any advantage for the mill, although in many
cages there is an advantage. .

In support of those figures, we present here a prospectus issued by
the Detroit Company. Perhaps you have some knowledge of that
comgmy, Mr, an. This prospectus is advertising the sale
of $200,000 of the Campbell River Timber Company (Limited) 6 per
ocent first mortgage gold bonds. .

In the prospectus this statement is made:

The timber covered by this mortgage is held under lease and is subject to
royaltics fixed by the act of Parliament dated December 19, 1924, These

royalties are %ayable on lease timher as and when logged at rates ranging from
78 cents per thousand feet to $1.65 per thousand feet. ,
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I am familiar with this timber; I am buying timber that has much
less relative value at the Kresent time for approximately $5 a thousand

fect in the State of Washington. This prospectus goes on to sag:
I,!: g;i(;lition to these royalties, the company pays an annual fee of $140 for
eac! acres.

Note this:

Among the advantages of Canadian-owned timber are: The owners pay only
& small annual fee in lieu of taxes, which is much less than the taxes on timber
lands in the United States. The royalties are %ayable only as the timber is
cut, and definite rates fixed for s 10-year period by the Government. Lumber
may be shipped to American ports in foreign vessels at lower freight rates than
the rates of American vessels plying between American ports.

The people who got up this prospectus did not list all the advan-
tages. 1 could list several more.

'or instance, the fire and wind hazards are carried by the Canadian
Government. Under the royalty agreement an operator can take
only high-grade material, such as he can make a profit on and leave
the other in the woods. We are compelled to market closely, and
ghgt accounts for very much that has been said regarding the shingle
industry.

__The stockholders of this industry are well known men in the
Pacific Northwest, and I know practically every one of them is
opposed to a tariff on lumber.

Senator Couzens. What paragraph in the bill is this statement
directed to? '

Mr. Lams. 1 think it is paragraph 1700.

Senator Couzexs. You are speaking about the old law. They are
all now numbered in the 400's, or they are included in the 400 section
of this ][:roposed bill.

Mr. Lams. This refers to the paragraph in reference to lumber
other than cedar and soft woods. _

Senator Couzens. You do not know what section it is in the pro-
posed tariff bill?

Mr. LaMB. No, I do not.

Senator JoNEs. I understand lumber generally is covered by this
language; it is now on the free list.

Senator Couzens, There are some proposed tariff rates in all
sections numbered from 401 up.

Mr. SuitH. Section 1798 is the lumber schedule on the free list.

Mr. Laus. Of course, Mr. Chairman, my argument applies not
only to soft woods other than cedar, but it applies equally well to
cedar shingles and more or less to cedar lumber and logs also.

It will be admitted that the importations of lumber in the United
States are relatively small in amount; in fact, they are rather some-
what less than 5 per cent of the annual consumption of the country.

But I want to say to you that this amount of lumber has a localized
effect in dumping onto the markets in the United States, and to
demonstrate that I submit this:

For the first. 11 months of 1928 Washington and Oregon shipped
1,576,000,000 feet to the cast coast of the United States. British
Columbia, in the same time, shipped but 263,000,000 feet, or 17 per
cent of the shipments from Washington and Oregon. i

The effect of 17 per cent of lumber dumped in any market is a
very marked and serious one to the producers in that line,

63310—29—voL 4, SCHED 4——3 :
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In 1928 the amount of orders as compared with 1927 were 1.77
per cent, and in shipments 4.9 per cent of stumpage, and the increased
sale price was $1.43 per thousand, or nearly 8 per cent advance in the
sales price; less than 5 per cent of stumpage and more than 8 per
cent advance, and the conclusion was reached by the industry that
over production was ruining the market.

Much has been said »out labor conditions. I would like simply
to put into_the record the fact that oriental labor is employed in the
mills of British Columbisa, according to my best information, to the
extent of 3714 per cent of the total employed. I do not claim it is
cheaper; in some cases it is. Other parties will claim it is less efficient,
but why would these employers employ it if it was not to their
advantage?

May I add, what is the use of excluding oriental labor from the
United States if you bring American labor into competition with an
orientally produced product in our own country.

Considerable has been said regarding Russian importations. The
present importations from Russia are of a comparatively small
amount. The statement of the Russian trade commissioner shows
that in 1927 only 10,000,000 feet came in; in 1928, 23,000,000 feet,
and in 1929, 45,000,000 feet, and that his contract for 1930 is
60,000,000 feet, with the privilege of increasing that 15 per cent.

Last year I was in Siberia and parts of Russia and had a chance
to study their lumber situation in that country, and I can best
express it by referring to a statement made by the chairman of the
board of directors of the Export Trade Corporation, Mr. Bron, when
he says, after reviewing the situation in regard to lumber in the
United States, that in fooking into the matter he found therc was
great need for legislation on timber, due to the fact of its being
raliidly depleted.

want to agree with the head of that Russian organization that if
the treatment accorded lumber previously by the United States
Government is continued, that is what will happen. That is the
statement of Mr. Bron, the chairman of the board of directors of
the Export Trade Corporation. )

May I say something with regard to the possible effects of a lumber
tarifff I am not going to base my argument upon guesses or hearsay,
but upon the record of the industry under tariff and without a tariff,
because in the last 20 years we have operated under two different
tariffs and under free trade at various times.

Senator WaLsa. Do you control the stumpage and also the
manufacture of lumber? .

Mr. Lams. And also shingles and cedar lumber and other products.

Senator WaLsu. Your company therefore has both ownership in
timber and is interested in manufacture?

Mr. LamB. One company is a logging company and the other
company manufacturers some lumber.,

Senator Warsu. How many people do you employ?

Mr. Laus. As to our logging comﬂalz, my personal assets were
sold in 1925, and we are not simply a holding company. The lumber
company is employm‘%’ about 500 men.

Senator TrHomas. Will you state again just what you are recom-
mending to the committee regarding this schedule?

Mr. Lams. I am recommending a tariff on lumber other than cedar
of $3 per thousand; that is, softwood lumber. Other speakers will
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speak for cedar lumber and for shingles. We ask for this tariff as a
matter of the prevention of dumpinf.

During the past month British Columbia sold 40,000,000 feet in the
east coast markets of the United States, and 40,000,000 feet sold under
those conditions that I have already cited means that the returns to
the Oregon and Washington lumbermen have been greatlf' reduced,
and that month’s sale has resulted in the returns to the mills of Puget
Sound being reduced of from $1 to $1.50 as compared with a few
months ago. I claim that a tariff of that sort will minimize the
disparity in mill prices and be a benefit to American lumbermen in
relation to mill prices. .

I have hero the figures in reference to the returns on Douglas fir
at the mill, from 1899 to 1925, as reported by the Forest Servico and
the census. There have been two different tariffs during that time,
first at $2 a thousand, then $1.25 a thousand, and since 1913 there
has been free trade.

If you will go over the figures you could not possibly tell what year
the tariff went into effort or when it was taken off, from the value of
the lumber at the mill.

Senator THoMas. What about the quantities?

Mr. Lams. I will come to that.

Senator Couzens. In Schedule 401 there is a provision for 81 a
thousand, and you want it raised to $3; is that correct?

Mr. Lams. I do not know of ary dollar a thousand. That is the
request.

enator Couzens. You are just speaking of lumber?

Mr. Lams. I am just speaking of lumber.

Senator Couzens. What do you think about the tariff on logs?

Mr. Lams. I think the log tariff of 81 a thousand is in line and is
an absolute essential, as I will demonstrate.

Senator Couzens. And adequato?

Mr. LamB. Yes, it is adequate.

Senator WaLsH. As I understand your position, you want atl
lumber that is on the free list now, that is not on the dutiable list
to-day, made dutiable at $3 ger thousand?

Mr. Lams. $3 per thousand. .

S(ﬁl?ator Couzens. And the House gave you no protection on that
at 8.

Mr. Lams. The House gave us no protection on that at all.

Senator WaLsH. Have you any information showing the amount
of lumber that is imported into this country under that paragraph?

Mr. Lams. Yes.

Senator WaLsH. And the kinds of lumber? .

Mr. Lams. A duty of $3 a thousand will have no appreciable effect
on the volume of importations. In fact, the changes in the duty from
1909 from $2 to $1.25 and then to free lumber have had absolutely no
effect upon imports.

Senator WaLsa. Why do you want a duty? Is not the purpose of
placing & duty upon imports to check them? .

Mr. Laus. Not necessarily. It is to prevent dumping lumber at
cutthroat prices onto our present markets and to prevent violent
swings in lumber returns at the mill. . .

Senator Couzens. In other words, it enables you to raise your

prices?
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- Mr. Lams. To stabilize prices.

Senator Couzens. It raises your prices, does it not?

Mr. Lams. It raises the average return. It might not raise the
eak one cent, but it will raise the average return. If I go to the New
ork market with 40,000,000 feet of lumber from Russia or any other

place and put it on the market to-day, the returns for some time to
come to the retailers are going to be materially reduced, because that
is such a supply that the market can not readily absorb.

Senator WaLsH. The same thing happens when any mill in this
country dumps a supply upon the market suddenly and unexpectedly.

Mr. Lams. Certainly. In 1907 we imported 934,000,000 feet, and
in 1908, 79,000,000 feet arid in 1909 846,000,000 feet. At that time
the duty on lumber was reduced from $2 to $1.25 a thousand.

In 1910 it was 1,053,000,000 feet, in 1911 846,000,000 feet, in 1912,
1,025,000,000 feet, and in 1913 it was 969,000,000 feet.

You will note that up to 1913 we had reduced the duty from $2 to
$1.25, and there had been, as an average, no great change in the vol-
ume of lumber imported into the United States.

In 1913 the duty was taken off, and in 1914 we imported 910,000,000
feet; in 1915 we imported 1,047,000,000 feet, just a little bit more
than in the previous year.

In 1916 we imported 1,216,000,000 feet; in 1917 we imported 1,198,-
000,000 feet; in 1918 we imported 1,260,000,000 feet; in 1919 we im-
ported 1,444,000,000 feet; in 1920 we imported 1,338,000,000 feet; in
1921 we imported 1,083,000,000 fcet; in 1922 we imported 1,554,
000,000 feet, and the year 1923 marked a high peak of importations,
the amount being 1,959,000,000 feet.

In 1924 we imported 1,772,000,000 feet; in 1925 we imported
1,815,000,000 feet, and in 1927 we imported 1,633,000,000 feet.

After all these years in which we have been talking conservation,
rotecting our timber by importing free timber from Canada, our

1nportations are only 40 per cent more than they were in 1909.
nator WaLsu. Where did this lumber come from? .
“M;.. Lams. The great majority of it came from Canada, practically
all of 1t.

Senator WaLsH. What percentage is that of the total consumption
in those years?

Mr. Lams. For the year 1925 it was 4.7 J)er cent, and it averaged
practically that amount. It ranges around less than 5 per cent for
practically any year.

Senator WavLsn. You want a duty of $3 per thousand on that?

Mr. Lams. That is what I am asking for.

Senator WaLsH. And if 2,000,000,000 feet of lumber came in that
is now on the free list, as happened in some years——

Mr. Laus. In one year.

Senator WatsH. You want a duty of $3 per thousand on it. How
much would that be?

Mr. Laus. It would be about $5,000,000.

Senator WaLsH. Of increased prices to the American public?

Mr, Laus. We are not going to admit it is going to be reflected
sny more than the duty on automobiles of 25 per cent is reflected
in the prices of American automobiles. :

Why not have a tariff on the dominant industrfy of the Northwest?

I happen to have traveled in many countries of the world and have
seen American automobiles compete with foreign automobiles all
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over the world. Does the duty of 25 per cent increase the cost of
American automobiles to the American public?

Senator Couzens. I do not think that is any analogy at all.

Mr. LaMs. I am simply citing that as a fact.

Senator Couzens. 1 do not think it has any relation here.

Senator THoMAs. Are 5 per cent of American operated motors
imported?

Mr. Lams. Five per cent? I can not be sure of that. There is
some percentage imported, perhaps 5 per cent.

Senator THoMas. Is it as much as 1 per cent?

Mr. Laus. It is very small.

Senator THomas. Then it seems to me it would not be an analogous
case, inasmuch as 5 per cent of lumber is imported.

Mr. LamB. Why would that affect the price of production?

Senator Tuomas. I am asking for information.

Mr. Lawms. 1 do not know. .

Senator Couzens. I do not understand that the motor manufac-
turers have asked for a tariff.

Ms. Lams. They ’Fot it.

Scnator WaLsu. The expert says it was put into the bill without
the manufacturers petitioning for it.

Mr. Lams. For instance, take some of the things that we use,
some of which are taxed as high as from 25 to 45 per cent. I do not
claim that these tariffs have increased the cost of these things to us.
I think the same thing applies to lumber that applies to these other
things, and that is that the protection afforded these industries, which
has prevented their competitors from dumping has enabled these
industries to build up their industries to where they have been able
to compete on equal terms with a similar industry in any part of
the world.

Senator Couzens. Is this rate based upon the difference in the
cost of production at home and abroad?

Mr. Lams. I have already stated the difference in cost between
British Columbia and Washington. There is a differential there,
not counting some other factors, of at least $2.63 per thousand.

Senator Couzens. Those are not the figures shown by the Tarift
Commission?

Mr. Lams. Those are the figuresshownby the Tariff Commission for
the item of stumpage, for the item of logging, and with the item or the
figures added of transportation rates, which will be gone into by
another speaker.

Senator WaLsH. You want a tariff duty levied that will stabilize
the business and prevent dumping, and you have not attempted to fix
the rate upon any scientific basis of the difference in cost of production
here and abroad?

Mr. LaMs. A duty of $3 a thousand is not a protective duty; it is
not a prohibitive duty. Figured on this basis, the average cost of the
lumber to the consumer is less than 6 per cent, and I think no protec-
tionist will admit that 6 per cent ad valorem gives any measure of
protection or is prohibitory in any respect, but that the utmost it
can do is to prevent dumping and prevent a demoralization of markets
blv the dumping of excess production from other countries on top
already burdened markets.
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Senator WaLsH. You do not claim that in times of distress or a
shortage of any given commodity, that the tariff does not become
effective?

Mr. Lams. It might. We have never had that situation.

Senator WaLsH. When there is overproduction and extensive com-

petition in the domestic market, the tariff rate fixed may not be
effective, but in times of distress and shortage it almost invariably is;
is not that true?
. Mr. Lams. That situation has never arisen in the lumber industry
in the time I have been engaged in it, with the exception of 1919 and
1920, when it was due entirely to an inability to ship, due to car
shortage. The second argument which I want to bring out is that
lumber is a crop, that it is not a mine, and this word ‘‘conservation”
which we have been bandying back and forth for so long a time has
promulgated a false doctrine, and the most miserable faillure of any
doctrine ever promulgated in America.

Senator Couzens. What would you say as to crop rotation, how
many years?

Mr. Lams. Thatis a question that can not be generalized on because
every locality has its particular crop rotation.

Senator Couzens. Will you give us some idea about it from your
experience?

r. Lams. In the Douglas fir in Washington and Oregon, under
present market conditions, we can count upon rotation for lumber,
of about 60 years. Perhaps it might be held up a little longer. For
pulp wood, 1t might be from 25 years ug.

have some cut-over lands which I have refused to burn, as the
Government of the United States, through the Forest Service prac-
tically required everybody to do until the last three or four years,
and that now has relizable returns in the form of pulp wood.

Se- ator Couzens. How old is that?

l&\ .r. Lams. It started 28 years ago. It runs from 25 to 28 years
old.

I have some figures here in reference to timber supplies. Taking
the Forest Service figures, we find that 2,215,000,000,000 feet of
timber is the average in the United States; taking the figures of the
American Tree Commission, there is in Canada 424,000,000,000 feet
or a total of 2,639,000,000,000 feet in the United States and Canada,
of which softwood is 82 per cent and hardwood 18 per cent.

If we take the 40,000,000,000 which we are cutting now, we would
have on that basis 55 years in the United States, and 10.6 years if we
took all of the Canadian sup})lies.

Those figures are practically wothless except as measuring sticks,
because the amount of timber in the United States depends on market
conditions. . .

If you put a tariff on timber there will be more timber in the
United States to-morrow in the way of increased value, because it will
enable every operator to take more material out of the woods.

Senator TroMAS. You have just given some figures to us. We
had a witness before us at this hearing who testified that in from 15 to
18 years our lumber forests would be depleted, that we had not to
exceed 500,000,000,000 feet of lumber in both the United States and
Canada. I want to know the source of your information.
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Mr. Lams. The source of my information is the figures in the pub-
lication of the Forest Service. It is their data book as to forest
figures.

Senator Tnomas. Your testimony is that it is——

Mr. LamB. Twenty-two hundred and fifteen billion feet for the
United States. The figures for Canada are from the American Tree
Association publication, of 424,000,000,000 feet. I have no means of
verifying that. I have seen the figures from Canada stated to be all
the way from 400,000,000 to 650,000,000.

Senator THoMAs. That would make a total amount in excess of
what figure?

Mr. Lams. Two thousand six hundred and thirty-nine billion for
hard and soft woods.

I appeared before the House Ways and Means Committee in 1909,
and the Forest Service then put in the record a statement that the
timber of the United States was from 1,400,000,000,000 to 2,000,-
000,000,000. So their fizures at the present time are greater than
they were 20 years ago. Why? Because the value of timber has
gone up two or three times, and it has brought into the market timber
which you could not possibly utilize. So as prices increase these
ficures will increase necessarily.

I have already given vou the imports and the consumption, which
shows that the imports have been less than 5 per cent during any one
year, or an average of about 4% per cent.

Are we conserving our forests by admitting Canadian lumber and
only getting 5 per cent on our material? If we were getting 35 or 50
per cent of conservation by holding our own timber, there might be
some justification for it. But after 16 dyears I say that doctrine has
been the most miserable failure of any doctrine ever put forth. It is
based entirely upon a wrong conception, that is all.

I am as good a conservationist as anybody in the country, but you
can not handle timber in that way. Timber is a crop that can be
grown the same as potatoes and wheat, and the only true conserva-
tion is to grow it that way.

The next thing is to have the tarifl for encouraging timber growing.
I have already referred to the stabilization of prices for the preven-
tion of dumping, and that will be reflected primarily in the increased
operating returns.

Who is going to profit? The national forests comprise 137,000,000
acres, and State lands comprise 11,000,000 acres, making the total
amount in public ownership over 140,000,000 acres.

The farm wood lots are the next largest owner of stumpage lands in
the United States, and they comprise, according to the Census
Bureau, 142,000,000 acres.

That leaves, according to the Forest Service, 243,000,000 acres in
the United States, and much less than 50 per cent of the area in the
hands of ‘“timber barons” which includes some large owners and
thousands and thousands of small owners, like myself.

Mr. Greeley, who was the Chief Forester of the United States, put
this on a different basis, and he claimed that the Federal Government
owned 89,000,000 acres and the States 11,000,000 acres, making
100,000,000 acres of virgin forests in public ownership, with farm .
wood lot lands amounting to 127,000,000 acres, and all others
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243,000,000 arces, or a total of 470,000,000 acres of forest lands in
the United States.

The Federal Government is the owner of more than 20 per cent of
the standing timber of the United States. Acoordilzf to the Forest
Service 552,000,000,000 feet against two thousand two hundred
and fifteen billion feet, which I have already given you.

Take, for instance, the State of Washington. The Federal Govern-
ment is holding 22} per cent of the total area of the State. They
hold a larger percentage in Oregon, and I think not quite so large a
percentage in Idaho. They are holding 30 per cent of the standing
timber in Washington to-day.

Up to 1927 the Federal Government had sold Ell;)actically $18,000,-
000 of timber off the forests in the States of Washington and Oregon.

I want to submit in that connection, although it is not germane to
this discussion, that in the last seven years the Federal Forest Service
has planted the insignificant total of 11,000 acres in the sixth district,
and it cut from those forests 2,300,000,000 feet of timber.

Senator WavLsh. Is it your Eoint that if we levy a tariff duty we
would increase the price on these forest lands so the Government
will benefit, and the States and the individual owners will benefit?
Is that your point?

Mr. Lamb. That is it exactly.

Senator WaLsn. And of course, increasing the tariff is at the
exggnse of the public?

. Mr. Laus. I have not admitted that principle, that the duty will
;gcrease the price paid by the consumer, and I am not going to admit
it.

Senator WaLsR. Is not that class legislation? .

Mr. Laus. Itis. Let me cite one instance. Day before yester-
day the Indian Service sold 3,000,000,000 feet of cedar and hemlock
in the State of Washington. Would it be class legislation, or is it
class legislation to permit that to be in competition with the free
lumber of Canada and deprive the Indians, the wards of the Govern-
ment, of the increased return which they would get by a moderate,
leveling di. y on Canadian lumber? . .

Senator WaL8H. Is timber land increasing or decreasing in price at
the present time?

r. LamMB, The value of stumgage is decreasing and it has for the
past four or five years, and is at the present time. .

Senator WarLsH. Is not that true of every single particle of real
estate in the country, farms, homes and business property, except in
a few large cities in icey positions? .

Mr. LauB. It is true in the lumber industry, and the pressure
brought to bear upon owners because of excessive taxation. )

) gentator Wavsu. It is not true in the coal industry and the textile
industry.

Mr.rium. I do not know anything about that. The State of
Washington owns 1,300,000 acres of land donated to it by the Govern-
ment, part of which it sold for $25,000,000, for the benefit of the school
children of the State. It has left, at present ﬁmges, probably more
than $100,000,000 of assets. Is 1t class legislation to protect the
. interests of the school children in the State of Washington against free

lumber from Canada, with their stumpage conditions as to royalty,
and lack of taxation, which we do not have in this country. Are we
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going to pay 61 per cent of the taxes for the support of the schools
and then waste the assets given to help support those schools by the
Federal Government?

In the sixth district there is a total of about 600,000,000,000
timber out of 2,200,000,000,000 in the United States, or between 30
and 40 per cent. The national forests have more than a third of
that, and of that 142,000,000,000 feet is Douglas fir,in which there
is great competition. _Also there is 18,000,000,000 feet of cedar, upon
which we are requesting a shingle and cedar lumber duty.

As 1 have already said, day before yesterday the Federal Indian
Service sold 3,000,000,000 feet of timber at a price that was ridiculous,
in view of the fact that it was placed in ruinous competition with the
cedar of British Columbia.

Senator THomas. Was that sold to the trade?

Mr. Lavs. Yes.

Senator THomas. What did it bring?

Mr. Lams. Ido not recall the exact prices, but about $2 a thousand.
Mind you, my company has timber very close to that, which we
bought and have been paying taxes on for a number of years, and
which stands us now in the matter of costs more than $4 a thousand.

If the returns are increased as a result of the tariff, who is going
to get the benefit? The Federal Government first, then the owners
of wood lots next, and third the individual owner.

Sup£ose we get a little of it? When the inconie-tax man comes
around he will get a larger portion of it, based upon the 1913 costs.
That has been my experience in the Fast,, 1235 or 13 per cent, and we
feel safe to say that the balance of it, a good part of the balance,
will be taken up by local taxation.

Then in 22 States there have been yield taxes enacted under which,
if there is any increase in operation, returns would inure directly to
the benefit of the State.

In thé State of Michigan you passed one of the best yield tax laws
we have seen for a long time.

Senator Couzens. Is that a law like they have in Louisiana?

Mr. Lame. Yes. Twenty-two States have passed those laws to
encourage the growing of timber, by which to enable it to be produced
and making the returns a little more certain.

I am going to suggest, because of your interest in conservation,
so called, two measures. Why, if it is a tax upon the consumer—
granting the gentleman’s statement that it is—why not take tho
$5,000,000 a year and use it for planting trees? The only way I
know of to conserve timber is to grow it as you need it. It will die
off in 100 or 200 years.

Senator THoMAS. According to the testimony you have just given,
we w?uld not get enough out of the fine timber now to do what you
want

- Mr. Lamb. Oh, yes, we would, at two or three dollars a thousand.
Most of the land will grow 30,000 feet to the acre, and your planting
costs would be from 88 to $10 an acve.

Senator WarsH. I understood you to say a while ago that_ the
Government did not deserve any credit for the conservation policy,
but that it was the individual landowners.

Mr. Lams. I want to modify that with this statement, that the
Government has been of inestimable aid in that direction.
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Senator WaLsH. Is it not of estimable aid in educating the people
to the importance of conservation, in passing legislation and leading
the wa.%', and getting the idea in the people’s minds to conserve the
forests

Mr. Laus. Yes; to that extent. .

Senator WarsH. I thought you would admit that.

Mr. LauB. Twenty-five fer cent of the sales of national forest tim-
ber goes to the county and I think 10 per cent to the roads. Why not
takle the b?alance of that and use it to build up depleted forests by
replantin

g would like also to submit that it is a desirable thing to decrease
the transportation costs of American lumber. That is most im-
portant factor because the major increase in the cost of lumber to the
consumer in the last 20 years has been due to transportation costs from
the various centers. In 1924 that cost was $9.63 a thousand, and in
1928 it was about $11.50 a thousand.

Wae are relying upon the 424,000,000,000 feet of timber in America
to supply this country. When that is gone, where are ﬁging you—to
Siberia? And if you do—that is the only place I know of—the
timber is going to cost you more than it is to-dey, and it is going to
cost more over here.

The way to ?et cheap timber is the way France does, to grow it as
near as possible to the point of consumption, and make the con-
ditions so it can he grown at that place.

I want to give the experience of some foreign nations because I
think we can learn something from other countries. I am going to
cite the case of the Japanese. They started forestry agitation about
the same time we did, about 30 years ago, and up to the present time
they have built up their forests, until about 75 or 80 per cent of them
are self-supporting forests, and the value of the forests is increasing
on_the consistency yield basis. .

Feeling that the pressure of competition was too great®in con-
nection with this country, they materially increased the tariff on
lumber products, and on red cedar, which is brought to America in
large quantities, the tariff ranges from 8.73 yen, which is $4.37, to
$6.37 per thousand. On white or yellow cedar it is more than $12.
On hemlock it ranges from $4.87 to $7.37 per thousand, and on
Dou§las fir it is something like that. They import 1,400,000,000
feet from the United States, which is about the same that we import
from Canada. . . .

. I would like to quote the Japanese consul in explaining this increase
in the tariff on lumber. He said it was to build up the returns from
Jai)anese forests so they can go further in conservation.

talked with Japanese foresters last October and November from
Tokio all the way up into Korea, and every one of them made that
statement, that we must build up our conservation and our timber-
growing quality in order to have ‘protectlon for the industry. ~

In Australia the tariffs range from $2 to $4, and in New Zealand
there is a similar situation.

Most European countries have a tariff, Particularly on finished
E‘x:o(llucgs; all of them, with the exception of Norway, Sweden, and

inland.
. In Canada there is a tariff on sawn lumber, when planed or dressed
in any way.
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I want to present the fact that the only way in which lumber nowa-
days is marketed, practically, is dressed at least on one side and one
edge, and the duties there are 1734 per cent on British preferential,
and 2214 per cent for the intermediate, with a general tariff which
applies to lumber from the United States.

he duty I am asking for is about 6 per cent ad valorem. These
countries also have preferential duties, and they help one another.
That is a distinct handicap to American markets.

I want to give you something from some of the foresters.

Senator Couzens. Is that in the House hearings?

Mr. Laus. No.

Gifford Pinchot has said that a reduction of the duty on lumber
would also lower the price on lumber and it would not be in the interest
of forest conversation.

Another forester I want to refer to is C. A. Shenck, who is one of
the great international foresters, and he says that as long as timber
can be imported more cheaply than it can be grown at home none will
be grown, and one-fourth of our fatherland—referring to this country—
would lie idle. The lower the price of stumpage the greater the
waste of stumpage. The checking of importations result in higher
stumpage prices. No civilized country that practices conservation
of forestry throws the doors to importation wide open. The country
that desires to establish conservation of forestry must protect it.

The conservation movement has been inspired very largely by
hostility to lumbermen, and it is refreshing to know that there are
these foresters who have this view.

Colonel Greeley told me a number of times that forest protection
was essential to the upbuilding of the forests of the United States.
We are making progress in forestry. We are doing it as a business
proposition by the business men who own the timber. We are doing
a great deal more in a practical way in the way of planting and forestry
reproduction by the Federal Government.

Eighty per cent of the redwood-tree land is being operated under
conservation of forestry. The Long Bell Co. is planting 2,000 acres
in Washington. I have a statement by the forester which I will
not refer to any further.

There is one lumber company that is opcrating three forests on &
conservation basis, and there is a pulp and paper company that is
planting on a large scale, and I heard their forester recite that they
cut 50 cords of pulp wood per acre from a 19-year growth.

For the benefit of those who are in the farming country let me say
that the most outstanding returns have been from sales of timber on
far woodlots.

In the State of New Hampshire, Mr. Greeley states that in 1887
a cut was made of a certain acreage that yielded 5,625 feet per acre.
It was cruised in 1921 and showed a stand of 75,000 feet to the acre,
valued ui 820 a thousand. L.

Three acres were planted in New Hampshire in 1877 at a cost of
$11 an acre and sold in 1897 for $100 an acre, and in 1912 for $333 an
acre, and that is now held at $506 an acre.

So I could go on and give you hundreds of instances of that sort,
but time does not permit. .

Much of the lands growing cotton would do well in timber. My
father’s farm in New Jersey is now well in timber, and it is more valu-
able for timber than it is for agriculture, 30 miles from Philadelphia.
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There is a farmer in Washington who purchased 1,500 acres of
cut-over land, with about 40 acres of farm land. I asked him what he
was going to do with the balance, and he said he would grow fir trees.

The 83 tariff is not prohibitive; it is not even protection. It is
about a 6 per cent ad valorem, and it is less than in 1909, up to 1913.

I ask, why should the lumber industry be denied this protection.
Why should we not have a tariff on Jumber to strengthen the industry
and cheapen production. Why should we not have a tariff on lumber
to permit a closer utilization of forest resources?

moderate duty on lumber would have saved more in the last
20 years in the utilization of American forests than we have ever
imforted from Canada. Why deny it?
will tell you the reason. There are two elements behind the oppo-
sition to a lumber tariff, and they are hiding behind a smoke screen.
They are saying that the ostensible purpose is to protect the farmer
and the dear consumer.

The first one is the American owner of Canadian stumpage. I
think I can say that practically every man who has spoken here

ainst a tariff on lumber is & holder of timber lands in British

olumbia.

Personally, out of my experience in the State of Washington, I
only know one man who is not a holder of British Columbia stumpage
who is not in favor of this tariff, and he is a Democrat who has not
read the last platform.

Senator TroMAS. On yesterday we had submitted to us a series of
books and pamphlets probably an inch thick, and I ran through those
and I saw the names of a great number of firms and institutions and
companies, and this was submitted to us as a protest against a duty
on lumber.

Do you want us to understand that all those persons enumerated
there are holders of stumpage in Canada? ’

Mr. Lams. No. I would like ?rou to understand that the great
majority of them are lumber dealers who have nothing to do with
production interests, and the lumber dealer, contrary to what is true
in many other lines of business, does not seem to run parallel with
the producer of lumber, but they are dealers whose interest it is to
find lumber at the cheapest possible price wherever it comes from.

Senator THomas. The lumber dealers and lumber yards you think
are favorable to the free entry of lumber?

Mr. LamB. Almost invariably they are opposed to any tariff.

Senator THoMAs. Why?

Mr, Laun, They want the opportunity to foster a United States
market any time they want to.

Senator THoMAs. Don’t you think in addition to that that they
want to get their lumber as cheaply as they can so they can sell 1t
as cheaply as they can in turn?

Mr. LamB. It does not always follow that what a person buys
for is the.price he sells for. I have tried to demonstrate that the
fact you can buy a suplus production at a reduced price is not neces-
sarily reflected in the cost of the lumber to the consumer.

The other smoke screen, the other interest behind the opposition
to a tariff on lumber, is the allied power, dpulp, and paper interests
which have raw material factories in Canada and their consumption
plant in the way of newspapers and purveyors of misinformation in
the United States.
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I have just one further statement to make. It is said of Mahomet
that on the eve of a great battle he was told that if the wages of his
men were slightly increased the battle would be won without any
question. Msgahomet said, “Double the time and Tlmdmple the
wages.” So I am content to rest my case in the belief that time
and the inexorable logic of forest economics will prove the merit of
my argument here. The quicker the United States accepts the
fact and recognizes that every timber-growing country in the world
is protecting the lumber and forest industry as a measure toward
protecting lumber growing, the sooner we will be headed for level
ground and better conditions for those in the business.

~Seq?ator Warsu. Has the price of lumber increased in recent

ears
y Mr. Lams. Decidedly.

Senator WavsH, It is higher to-day than it was last year?

Mr. Lams. Perhaps; but the returns to the mill last year have
been slightly greater. Some claim they have been as much as $1 or
$1.40 a thousand.

Senator Wavsu. It has been a protty steady increase in recent
years, has it not?

Mr. Lams. No; not steady. There was a very severe decline fol-
lowing 1920. I would like very much if you could see those averages
over the years. ‘

Senator WaLsH. We have had some information along that line,
but would you say in the main that the prico of lumber to-day is
higher than it has been in recent years?

Mr. Lams. Just what do you mean by ‘“‘recent years”?

Senator WaLsH. The average for the last several years.

Mr. Lams. Here I have Douglas fir at the mill——

Senator WaLsu. We have not time to go into one particular item.
What I want to know is whether in the lumber industry lumber is
selling to the American public to-day at higher prices than it has
averaged to sell in recent years?

Mr. Lams. It is much less than it was in 1920 or 1921 or 1922,

Senator WaALsR. Then the business has prospered?

Mr. Lams. I said the business that was realizing upon standard
lumber at that time a profit was doing so because of favorable invest-
ments made years ago.

Senator WaLsH. Is your company earning money?

Mr. Lams. The one that is realizing on timber 1s showing a gain.
The one that is manufacturing is not.

Senator WaLsH. So one of your companies is not niaking money
and the other is?

Mr. Lams. Yes.

Senator WaLsH. Yet notwithstanding the fact that.lumber is not
selling at any higher price to-day than in the past, one of your com-
panies is making money? »

Mr. Lamg. It is realizing on stumpage, that is all. It is realizing
on the basis of 1913 values, realizing on the costs of 1916, 1917, and
on up to 1920,

Senator THoMAs. Do you export any of your products?

Mr. Lams. The mill- company, of which I happen to be a small
stockholder, is an exporter to some extent.

Scnator THomas. What per cent of its total output is exported?

Mr. Laue. Five or 10 per cent.
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Senator THoMAs. Do gou get the same price for exported products
that you do for local products?

Mr. Lams. It is'a different product. We are exporting certain
grades of cedar which have no sale in America. They can not be
compared. The material shipred to Japan, which is our principal
export customer, is very largely a different product from what we
handle in the lumber industry at home.

Senator TrHoMAs. Is your export business profitable?
~ Mr. LaMB. Sometimes it _is more profitable than the domestic.
1t has its ups and downs. We have several different markets. We
have a California market, an east coast market, a midcontinent rail,
and we have foreign Japan, and we have foreign Europe. At one time
one market is better than the others. They have their ups and downs.

LETTER OF D. F. HODGES, SECRETARY OF MIDWEST LUMBER CO.

DuBuQuE, Iowa, June 14, 1929.
Hon. HENnrY W. KEYES, .
United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C.

Honorasre Sir: We understand that the tariff hill, H. R. 2667, known as
the Hawley bill, passed the House of Representatives and is now before the
United States Senate for action.

This bill provides for a duty on cedar lumber and shingles and maple and
birch hardwood lumber.

If this bill hecomes a law we can not see any other result hut that the Canadian
manufacturers will advance their prices sufficient to cover this tariff and that the
Wa.shington manufacturers of cedar lumber and shingles will follow this advance.

The farmers are the biggest users of red-cedar shingles and lumber in the
United States, as most cities of any size have a building code which prohibits
the use of wooden shingles.

Is seems inconsistent to raise the price of building materials which the farmers
so largely use and neutralize all the good effects contained in the increased taritf
on the articles he groduces.

We wish to emphatically protest against this tariff and would kindly ask that
this letter be made part of the permanent record to be given consideration by the
committee.

Yours very truly,
Mmwest LumBer Co.,
By D. F. Hopges, Secretary.

LOGS OF FIR, SPRUCE, CEDAR, AND HEMLOCK
[Par. 401)

STATEMENT OF J. H. BLOEDEL, SEATTLE, WASH., REPRESENTING
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, LUMBER AND SHINGLE TARIFF

COMMITTEE
[Including cedar lamber, par. 401 (b))

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Couzens.)

Mr. BLoEpEL. I represent a committee of the orfanization opposed
to a tariff on logs, shinfles and cedar lumber, and I also rcﬂ)resent my
%vnhcompany, the Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Co., of Bellingham,

ash.

I would like to speak in opposition to the tariff on logs, and in that
connection in opposition to a tariff on cedar logs, which is part of the
logs tariff, and because of its close relation, in opposition to the tariff
on cedar lumber.

Senator Couzens. Also on shingles?
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Mr. BrLoEDEL. And not on shingles. Shingles is a large subject
and some other witness will testify on that.

Senator Couzens. Do you desire to present what you gave to the
Ways and Means Committee?

Mr. BroepEL. I do not in any special way. There is testimony
we offered to them to which I might refer, but we have new testimony
that we are trying to give here.

Senator CouzeENns. Do you propose to present your brief which
has been handed to me?

Mr. BLoEDEL, Yes.

Senator Couzens. We do not desire to have it read if you are going
to submit it.

Mr. BLoEpEL. I am not going to read a brief. I am going to
discuss items I have mentioned in the brief, then file the brief as a
complete statement. I shall endeavor to be brief.

Senator Couzens. We do not desire repetition if you can help it.

Mr. BLoEpeL. May I explain the situation which brought about this
opposition to the log tarifi? This [exhibiting map] is a mag of the
Puget Sound district, and it is the only district in the United States
that is affected by the log tariff. There is no importation of lo?s from
Mexico or from other points in softwoods.  This log tariff is limited
to logs of fir, spruce, cedar, and hemlock, and they are produced in the
softwood district in the West, not elsewhere.

Senator Couzens. That is all in the Canadian district?

Mr. BLoepEL. All in the Canadian district and American district,
this map. This is the Canadian boundary line, and this section is a
part of the State of Washington, the blue being the waters of Puget
Sound, Strait of Juan de Fuca, and the Pacific Ocean. This map
does not show the British Columbia extensions of those waters, going
through British Columbia and over there into Alaska. Thore is prac-
tically an inland sea all the way from Seattle north to Ketchikan
Alaska, by means of these inland waterways. All of these inlan
waterways are timbered just the same as Puget Sound at one time was
timbered, and when these logs from that land are put into the water,
the waterway acts as a common means of transportation because they
will float and they are put together into rafts, a towboat is hitched
on to them, and the transportation is cheap because you can take a
large quantity and tow them from Puget Sound to British Columbia,
and vice versa. Those are inland waters and not subject to the
hazards of the sea. These logs can not be towed to the sea and sub-
jected to the hazards of the sea, but they can be towed inside.

There has grown up on Puget Sound and in British Columbia within
the last 40 years a very extensive lumber industry. The mills are
located at the boundary, at Bellingham, Anacortes, Everett, Seattle,
Tacoma, Olympia, Port Angeles, and similar points there. :

Senator Couzens. Is Portland interested?

Mr. BLoepEL. Portland is not interested because it is on the
Columbia River and can not be reached ltéy this same waterway.

Senator Couzens. Portland has a difierent viewpoint than the
rest of it?

Mr. BLoepEL. Portland gets its timber from the Columbia River
and the Willamette River. They get no timber from this section,
which is Grays Harbor district. .

Senator Couzens. They do not want the tariff then?
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Mr. BroepeL. There is no very strong sentiment among lumber
manufacturers for the log duty. The sentiment for the lumber tariff
arises from loggers and timber owners of the Puget Sound district.
That is where the original request came from and that is why it was
granted. There was no request from the Columbia River and no
other section other than what might be called a supporiing or sym-
fathetlc request initiated, however, from here. If I may be permitted

will refer to that question later. . )
Senator THoMmas. That is the only section of the country that is

interested in the tariff on logs?

Mr. BroepeL. That is the only section interested in this tariff on
logs because the tariff is limited to Douglas fir, cedar, spruce, hem-
lock, and various softwoods produced only in that section.

Senator THomAs. That is limited to a section from the State of
Washington?

Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes, a section of the State of Washington. No other
section of the United States is affected. May I state a word about
the history of the tariff. Every one of the mills that are here repre-
sented, are mills that are located at different points. I have the

names of them here. )
Senator Couzens. You can put that in the record instead of

reading them.
Mr. BLoepeL. There are 20 or 30 of them.

(The list referred to is in part as follows:)

Morrison Mill Co., Blaine, Wash,

Morrison Mill Co., Bellingham, Wash.

Morrison Mill Co., Anacortes, Wash.

Anacortes Lumber & Box Co., Anacortes, Wash,
Fidalgo Lumber & Box Co., Anacortes, Wash.

E. K. Wood Lumber Co., Anacortes, Wash.

E. K. Wood Lumber Co., Hoquiam, Wash.

Clear Fir Lumber Co., Tacoma, Wash.

Tide Water Mill Co., Tacoma, Wash.

Defiance Lumber Co., Tacoma, Wash.

Peterman Manufacturing Co., Tacoma, Wash.
Wheeler-Osgood Co., Tacoma, Wash.
Bloedel-Donovan Mills, Bellingham, Wash,

H. McCleary Timber Co., Shelton, Wash,
Stanwood Mill Co., Stanwood, Wash.
Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Mills, Seattle, Wash,
Winton Lumber Co., Gibbs, Idaho.

McGoldrick Lumber Co., %:)okane, Wash.
Shevlin-Carpenter-Clarke Co., Minneapolis, Minn.
Kirby Lumber Co., Houston, Tex.

MecCloud River Lumber Co., McCloud, Calif.
Yawkeyv-Bissel Lumber Co., White Lake, Wis.
Silver Falls Timber Co., Silver Falls, Oreg.

Pollys Lumber Co., Missoula, Mont.

Brooks Scanlon Lumber Co., Bend, Oreg.

J. Neils Lumber Co., Klickitat, Wash., and Libby, Mont.
W. C. Geddes, vice president, Craig Mountain Lumber Co., Winchester, I1daho.

Senator Couzens. Proceed.

Mr. BLoepEL. When the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act was
proposed in 1922, there was no tariff on lumber or shingles, but there
was a tariff of 81 on saw logs. That was a bit of a surprise to all of
us as there never had been a tariff on saw logs before. There had
been a tariff in 1909, in the Payne-Aldrich bill, of $1.25 on lumber and
50 cents on shingles, and in the Wilson tariff in 1913 that was

o
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abolished. There never had been in the history of the country any
tariff on lo&y.

Senator THoMas. Did the influence that evidently got that $1.25
on lumbher come from Washington State interests?
~ Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes; the request was made from the IOﬁgers of
Puget Sound, timber holders on Puget Sound. That is where the
re(}‘uest was made from, and Mr. Fordney was chairman of the Wa,
and Means Committee at the time. He was a timber holder on the
west coast. I do not know whether it had any influence one way or
the other. I am mentioning the fact only.

. Senator Couzexs. In other words, we can draw our own conclu-
sions.

Mr. BLoEDEL. I am mentioning the fact only. He was in the
Coates-Fordney Lumber Co. and sold out a year or two after he
retired from Congress. :

Senator THoMmas. I suggest that also Mr. Fordney is not now chair-
man of the Ways and Mcans Committee and also not even 2 member
of Congress.

Senator Couzens. He retired of his own volition.

Mr. BLoEpEL. Yes; he did. May I explain also my own position?
I am president of the Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Miils operating four
lumber mills, three shingle mills, and a box factory, these various
industries employing about 3,000 men on Puget Sound. In 1911 I
became interested in Canada by purchasing timberlands. I shipped
a large portion of the logs to my American niills in Bellingham. I
did not own a shingle or lumber mill in Canada until 1925. I employ
in Canada between 700 and 800 men as against 3,000 men in Wash-
ington. If I thought a duty on logs, lumber, and shingles was a good
thing I would favor it in proportion to my interests which favor the
American side 3 for 1.

Senator Couzens. Do you mean to say you are interested in
timber you pointed out on the map?

Mr. BroepiL. I am interested on both sides of the American-
Canadian boundary line.

Senator Couzens. You showed the softwood timber on the map.
Are you interested in that?

Mr. BLoepEL. Yes; I am interested in the softwood timber on
Puget Sound.

Senator Couzens. Standing timber?

Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes.

Senator Couzens. How much?

Mr. BLoepEL. Three and a quarter billion feet.

Senator Couzens. How much in Canada?

Mr. BLoeEpEL. About 2,000,000,000 feet.

Senator Couzens. You do not desire any protection on the
3,000,000,000 feet you have on the American side?

Mr. BLoEpEL. I do not need that.

Senatur Couzens. Proceed.

Mr. BLoepEL. When the tariff act passed in 1922, under the
flexible provisions in the tariff act we applied to the Tariff Commis-
sion for an investigation to have the duty cut in twu. We were not
encouraglfd to go ahead with it very much. In fact, the opposition
was on the ground that the tariff of $1 a thousand was largely retalia-
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tory; it was not a tariff in the sense of being a tariff. British Colum-
bia, under the provisions of its timber act, held certain lands as
Crown lands which were alienated for cutting timber, and not sold,
but under the terms of that act they did not permit the export of
timber except on permit. They have granted many millions of acres
of what is called Crown grants and obtained bids on them. There
are either no restrictions or modified restrictions. On a considerable
aroa called the Dunsmuir grant, 50 miles wide and 200 miles long,
there was a provisional restriction which provided that $1, $1.50,
and $2 be assessed as stumpage, respectively, for No. 3, No. 2, and
No. 1.logs, when the timber was cut by the owner, and that it would
be reba‘tleti if milled in Canada, down to 1 cent, but chargeable if
exported.

he tariff act as it was passed was largely intended to hit the export
tax. Through legal efforts on the part of owners of that timber in
Canada, a decision has recently been rendered whereby that tax is
declared in Canada to be unconstitutional, illegal, invalid. It has
not yet gone to the higher courts, but it is assumed that the case is
clear, that it will be supported in the higher courts, and that the
timber of this area will be available and free to be exported.

Senator Couzens. Is that the section of country in which you have
interests?

Mr. BLoeDEL. I have interests in the Dunsmuir section, and I am
interested also in the restricted area called licensed timberlands.
I have interests, but the areas are separates, one on Vancouver
Island and one on the mainland.

Senator Couzens. You are vitally interested in that decision?

Mr. BLOEDEL. Yes.

Senator Couzens. So that you can export without having to pay
that duty?

Mr. BLoebpEL. Yes. The present tariff act, however, not only
reiterates the former tariff act, which was retaliatory, but puts a duty
of $1 a thousand on logs, irrespective of the fact that they were in the
restricted area.

The Tariff Commission applied to the Attorney General for a rul-
ing as to their powers. He ruled that it was within their province to
make the investigation, and in 1925 they made an investigation and
report. A hearing of the industry was held in Seattle in March, 1928,
a report was made by the Tariff Commission to the President. It
wa(si published at the time. Nothing has been heard of that report
to date.

Senator Couzens. What were the recommendations in the report?

Mr. BroepEL. I do not know. The commission’s report was to
the President?

Senator THoMas. When was it submitted to the President?

Mr. BLoepEL. In March, 1928.

Senator Couzens. It never was published?

Mr. BLoepEL. No; the report never was published.

Senator CouzeEns. Under the law they are not published until
action is taken by tho President.

- Mr. BLoepEL. I believeso. I am making this point, that we made
eveauelffort to get relief under the elastic provision of the Fordnoy-
Mc ber Act, but up to date no action has been had on the matter
one way or the other, and that is the reason we sre here to request
that the tariff of $1 be abolished.

AN
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I might add that because of my mill being located at Bellingham,
south of the boundary line, I had been getting a ﬁroportion of saw
logs from my British Columbia holdings and from other timber holders
in Canada. But when the $1 per thousand tariff under the Fordney-
McCumber Act penalized me, I stopped shipping from British
Columbia altogether.

In other words, we now cut less of Canadian timber and more of
American timber, and that is what we are doing now. In 1925 I
found a shingle mill in difficulty in British Columbia—not a saw
mill—and bought it and have operated that shingle mill in British
Columbia since, and cut logs which otherwise would be sent to
Bellingham. That is one very concrete effect the duty had on logs.
It promoted manufacture in British Columbia.

Senator Couzens. You do not want a duty on shingles?

Mr. BroepeL. I do not want a duty on shingles, no. I did not
care about it in 1922; I was indiffcrent then because I could bring
my logs over free, but I do not want it now.

Senator THowas. What effect would the tariff of $1 a thousand, if
in existence, have on the price of lumber at your mill?

Mr. BroEbEL. It increases the price of lumber by just $1.

Senator THoMas. Who pays that increase?

Mr. BLoEeDEL. It is carried on by us to the dealer.

Senator THoMas. That is one place where the mill operator or
owner has to pay duty?

Mr. BLoebEL. Yes.

Senator THoMas. Because you compete with the mills on the Amer-
ican side, using American raw material; hey do not have to pay that
dollar but you have to compete with them, naturally.

Mr. Broeper. Yes. In fact, it works out this way. We might
pay no more for the Canadian iog than for the American log at our
American mill than we can buy the American log for. If Canada can
not export it we compete on the American side. The result is that
the Canadian log stays in Canada and the American log or American
timber is cut that much faster.

Senator THomas. When you buy Canadian logs do you take that
$1 per thousand off the price to the Canadian log owner?

Mr. BLOEDEL. Yes.

Senator THoMas. In that case who loses?

Mr. BrLoepeL. The Canadian loses, but he does not ship. That
is the point. That is an instance of owning timber on both sides.
We cease shipping to the United States.

Senator Tuomas. With that system in force, do the American
concerns using American raw material raise their prices because of
the fact that we now have that $1 a thousand?

Mr. Broeper. That is the cause.

Senator Tuomas. The direct effect is that the Canadian log seller
loses $1 and at the same time the American consumer pays more for
the American lumber.

Mr. BroepeL. It has an effect on other mills. There are industries
such _as sash and door companies, such as the Wheeler-Osgood Co.,
the Peterman Manufacturing Co., and Henry McCleary. These

eople buy logs of certain classes which are not always available on
uget Sound. They have to buy a selected log that is suitable for
cutting into door lumber.
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They buy what is called peeler logs, high-irade logs which are
used for peeling and made into veneer. That has to be a very high
grade log which they must secure where they are obtainable, and they
are not always obtainable on Puget Sound. They buy a grade of
logs also called shop logs, with coarse knots in them, and they cut
trimmings between the knots into door stock, rails, and sills. Those
logs are not always available on either side. They contend that
they should have a free market for raw material for manufacturing
the doors. The same thing is true in the manufacture of boxes.

Senator Couzens. Do they want those doors and other manu-
factured material to come in duty free, too?

Mr. BroepEL. I do not know. They have not apieared.

Senator CouzeNs. You are speaking for them in this other section
of the bill.

Mr. BLoEDEL. They want what they call their raw material free.

Senator Couzens. They want a free market for raw material but
not the manufactured product?

Mr. BroepEr. [ am not able to say as to that, but they do want
their raw materials iree. ‘There is a provision in the bill, paragraph
401, providing ihat logs for pulp and paper, from spruce and hemlock,
when so used, are admitted free. The paper industxg'—thc puli)’ and
gaper industry—has become a very substantial industry on Puget

ound and on the Pacific coast within the last three years, and the
paper and pulp men were here protesting against the log duty, and I
think this provision provides for that particular purpose. But here
is the anomaly of it. The Morrison Mill Company has a box factory
and buys hemlock logs on the oBen market, sometimes Puget Sound,
sometimes British Columbia. Part of "their logs, the slabs, are the
portions of their logs that go to the pulp mill, chipped and go.into
pulp, and part of it into lumber which subsequently finds its way
into boxes for the apple and fruit people in California, the oil people
in California, and sundry other purposes. How the customs col-
lector can distinguish between logs used for lumber and logs used
for pulp it is difficult to say, considering they all first go through the
same milling process. It does seem that if logs can be imported free
for one purpose they certainly should be imported free for the other,
and especially as they hit the fruit producer of small fruits who has
to have the wooden container.

I might add that the total log importation from British Columbia
has never been a very serious inroad. It has amounted to approxi-
mately 2% per cent of the total production of the State of Wash-
ington. The State of Washington has produced about eight and a half
billion feet of logs for lumber per year. For Puget Sound, the only
district affected by the log tariff, the total log production is three and
a half billion feet. There are imported from British Columbia
150,000,000 to 200,000,000 feet per year. The importations have
been relatively small, and part of these have been free under the
former act but they will all now be dutiable.

SGII?B';OI‘ Couzens. What increase does that show in the last five
years ,

Mr. BroepkL. I think it shows no substantial incrcase. I have a
table which goes back only as far as 1922.

Senator Couzens. What has been the increase in importations
since 1922? :

Mr. BroepkeL. I will give you the figures in a few moments.
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Senator Couzens. If these figures are in your brief ycu do not need
to give them now.

Mr. BLoEDEL. I can say it is very immaterial. The importations
in 1922 were approximately 125,000,000 feet. They have run "iP as
high as 200,000,000 and as low as 125,000,000 since that date. They
have varied but they have not greatly varied beyond what they
were.

Senator Couzens. Is the reason for that because they have been
unable to compete with the products in Washington?

Mr. BroepkeL. I think the reason of it is that they have not seen
fit to ahsorb the duty of $1 per thousand for the p e of exporting
them and they found a market at home. Here are the quantities.

d Sen‘?tor Couzexs. Is not that protection for our American pro«
ucer

Mr. BroepeL. In logs and timber?

Senator CouzeEns. Yes.

Mr. BrorpeL. If that is the way Prou want to put it.

Senator Couzexns. Do you not believe in the protective tariff?

Mr. BroepkL. The general protective tariff, I do, where there is a
difference in the cost of production, and I was coming to that topic.

Senator Couzens. Proceed.

Mr. BLoEpeL. Where it is purely exclusion I do not. We imported
in 1922 a total of 143,000,000 feet; in 1928, imported 143,000,000,
exactly the same, but meanwhile they have varied from 174,000,000
to 288,000,000, back to 150,000,000 and down to 143,000,000.

Senator Couzens. All that time they have been paying $1 a
thousand?

Mr. BroepeL. Yes; on these logs which came in on that exclusion.
On the question of cost I know what the costs are on both sides
because 1 operate camps on both sides. The commission have

reparcd a report which is on file, dated July 1, 1925, and they
ound there was an average cost covering a number of camps in
British Columbia of $14.18 at tidewater, but not delivered at the
oint of consumption. American logs cost $14.90 produced at

ellingham. If 1 may point to this map, when I say at tidewater it
means in British Columbia at the camp. Under the ruling of the
commission the towage charge was a proper charge to add to the
cost of production and the towage charge under that report was
assessed at $1.77 per thousand from the British Columbia mill to
the American mill. This left the average cost of the Canadian log
72 cents per thousand over the American log delivered at common
points, like Bellingham. There is, therefore, no necessity for a duty
to equalize the costs between the two countries. If logs were trans-
ported farther up the sound to Everett, Seattle, or Tacoma, it
would be from 100 to 150 miles additional towage, and that additional
towage would be an additional cost above the 72 cents. May I give
you some further cost information from my own camps—one in
Canada and one in Washington? -

In 1927 the cost was $10.82 for logs in Bellingham. My cost in
British Columbia was $10.51, and my additional towage cost on the
Canadian logs would be $1, making $11.51 for my cost plus $1 tariff,
making the cost $12.51, and so naturally I didn’t send them in. In
1928 our Bellingham log cost was $11.73 owing to some unusual
physical condition, not a normal condition. QOur costs in British



850 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Columbia for the same Eeriod were $10.47, practically the same as
they have been. In each case it did not pay to bring the Canadian
logs to Bellingham so they were cut in Canada.

here was one other point. The method of measuring logs was
not touched upon by the commission. It is generally known in the
industry, in the trade, that the British Columbia scale or measure-
ment is from 10 to 15 per cent higher than the Washington scale.
Washington uses the Scribner rule, and British Columbia scales logs
with the British Columbia rule. American mills get from 10 to 15
per cont more lumber on the American scale from the same log than
does the Canadian.

Senator Couzens. In other words, the American system applied
would reduce the costs of the American logs?

Mr. BroepeL. You would get more lumber, reduce the cost of the
American and increase the cost of the Canadian log.

Senator Couzens. But you have not taken that into account?

Mr. Broepier. Not taken into account, hecause not taken into the
commission's statement, and I am using the commission’s figures
because it is & matter of record.

Senator THomas. You are opposed to $1 per thousand. What
effect has the present tariff of $1 a thousand on the price of lumber?

Senator Couzens. I understood the witness to say it did not have
any effect because of the competition with the American products.

r. BLoEDEL. Yes, I think you will find that is the answer. I sug-
sested it is more or less passed along to the consumer. I can not say

efinitely that 81 per thousand is passed along to the consumer, to the
retail yard man, but it does restrict free production of saw logs and
by that process does increase the cost of the manufacture of lumber in
Puget Sound. It increases the cost by the measure of that $1 a
thousand. There is no question about it.

Senator THoMas. Do you buy any private logs in America—do you
bu{llogs from timber owners aside from your own forces?

Mr. BLoepEL. Yes. The custom on Puget Sound, in effect gen-
erally on the west coast, is that logs in a sense are a commodity, at
the mills, and I should say 65 per cent of the production of milling
lumber on tuae west coast comes from mills at Tidewater where all
logs are a commodity and put in by men who own timber and sell
them as such and have no interest in mills.

Senator THoMAs. How does the price compare with the lumber you
buy, logs you buy from Canada—how does that price compare with
lo%lyou buy from the American forest?

r. BLoEDEL, They vary a great deal according to the seasonal
condition. At the present time fir logs are cheaper in Canada than
isn the United States, but cedar logs about the same as in the United

tates.

Senator THomas. Who fixes the price of these logs?

Mr. BLoEDEL. At the present time the British Columbia prices in
Vancouver for fir logs are $22, $16, and $11 for Nos. 1, 2, and 3
grades, respectivelv. The price in the United States is $26 for No. 1,
$19 for No. 2, and $13 for No. 3.

Senator THomMas. Who makes those prices?

Mr. BLoepEL. They are usually put out by the associations, not
necessarily by agreement, but after a general survey and considera-
tion of the situation both in the Puget Sound and British Columbia
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log markets. They are not fixed nor are the schedules published
necessarily adhered to.

Senator THoMAs. Is that price daily or weeklf?

Mr. BroebeL. It fluctuates seasonally. If logs are plentiful it
may go down; if not, it goes up. .

Senator Couzens. You do not consider that in violation of the
Sherman law?

Mr. BroepeL. No; the price is not fixed by the organizations.

Sonator Couzens. I thought you said the association fixed the
price.

Mr. BLoEpEL. I said after survoy of the British Columbia and the
Puget Sound log markets they published a list but it was not binding.

Senator THoMas. Where are the Puget Sound associations located?

Mr. BLoEDsL. At Everett.

Senator THomas. How often do they meet?

Mr. BLoEDEL. I do not know that.

Senator THomas. You are not a member?

Mr. BLoepEL. No.

Senator Tuomas. You take the prices that are quoted and operato
accordingly?

Mr. BroebeL. Those prices are pretty generally determined by
actual suﬁply and demand, in the sense that a surplus of logs wili
weaken the market and you can buy them for less than what is
supposed to be the list price, or if logs are scarce you may have to pay
& premium. o

Senator THomas. Is the lumber business prosperous at this time?

Mr. BroepeL. Yes, sir; the lumber business 1n general has been
prosperous ever since the rehabilitation after the postwar inflation.

Senator Tromas. Are the mills in that section of the country able
to supply the demand for lumber?

Mr. BoLepEL. Yes, sir; they are; in fact, there is a little threatened
overproduction.

Senator THoMAs. You sell your products to the United States and
also export to foreign countries, do you not?

Mr. BroepeL. Yes, sir; we sell our products ell over the world.

Senator THoMas. Do you get the same price in foreign countries
as you do in the United States, raaking allowance for freight, or do
you get the same Frice irrespective of freight? In other words, do
you sell at the mill?

Mr. BLoeper. We sell at the mill. In foreign trade we ship mostly
to Japan. We ship some to England, some to the west coast of
South America, and some to Australia. There are many different
prices because there are many different types of lumber. The type
exported is not the type that is used in this country. ‘

Senator THoMas. How many men do you employ personally?
I mean your mills.

Mr. BLoepeL. My American operations employ about 3,000 men
altogether. .

Senator THoMAs. How many do you employ under your Canadian
operations?

Mr. BLoEDEL. Between 700 and 800.

Senator THoMas. What wages are paid to those employees?

Mr. BrLoepeL. The American scale will average about $6 per day
in the woods. '
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Senator Tromas. That is for logging?

Mr. BroepeL. For logging only. That is a higher price than the
mill scale because it is isoiated and it is harder work; they are living
in camps and have no home life.

Senator THoMas. What is the mill wage?

Mr, BroepEy. The mill wage will average about 66 cents per hour,
which will average in the neighborhood of $5.25 per day, I think.

Senator Tuomas. The wages paid around the mill vary as to skilled
and unskilled labor, do they not?

Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes, sir; the minimum wage paid at the mills is
about $3.30. Skilled labor gets as high as $13 a day.

Senator TromMas. What class of skilled labor secures that?

Mr. BLoEpeL. The saw filers and the head sawyers. The head
sawyer will gct $12 a day and the saw filer $15 a day.

Senator THoMAs. There has just been given to me what purports
to be a brief, Has this been submitted by yourself?

Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes, sir; that is the one that I am going to submit.

Senator THoMas. In that brief I find a circular advertising 6 per
cent serial gold notes. It purports to be an advertisement of the
tB}}oeéitgl-fl?)onovan Lumber Mills. Is that intended to be filed with

e brie

Mr. BLoEDEL. That statement was published by some bond houses
that sold some securities for my firm in March. As it contains a
statement of earnings of the companir, I thought it might be of
interest to the committee, and it is inclosed for that purpose.

Senator THomas. The bond house has the following statement on
the bottom of this circular:

The above statements, while not guaranteed, are obtained from scurces we
believe to be reliable and upon which we have acted in the purchase of this issue,

That is a statement of the fiscal agent handling the securities. I
presume that the fiscal agent secured the data upon which this
cirgtlx.lqr i;s based from your organization or from your advertising
publicit;

Mr. gLOEDEL. Yes, sir. I think you will find further that it is
certified by a chartered accountant.

Senator Couzens. It is signed by the witness.

Senator Tnomas. The statements set forth in this circular are
true, as far as you know, are they not?

Mr. BLOEDEL. Yes.

Senator THoMAs. I notice that you started your business in 1898
with a capital of $6,000. From 1898 until the present time, 31
years, perhaps, the capital has increased from $6,000 to $7,576,921.20.
Approximately 87,000,000 represents accumulated earnings on the
original ‘capital. Do you mean for us to understand that your
company has made the difference between $6,000 and $7,576,921.20
in these 30 years’ ﬁroﬁts on the milling business?

Mr. BLoebpEL. That statement is absolutely correct in that regard.
I might explain that that means reinvestment of earnings which have
not been withdrawn from the business by the payment of dividends
and by the fortunate buying of timber at low values which has
increased.

Senator Tromas. Further in this circular—I do not care to intro-
duce the circular into the record unless you wish it—I find that in
1926 the net earnings, after interest and depreciation but before Fed-
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eral tax amounted to the sum of $531,000 plus. In 1927 the same net
earnings amounted to $819,000 plus. In 1928 the same earnings
amounted to $856,000 plus. I think from these statements we are
justified in the conclusion that the lumber business, as far as your firm
18 concerned, does not need an increased tariff and does not need any
tariff on logs.

Mr. BroEpEL. That is the contention that I am makin;f{, Senator.
I am not in favor of a tariff on logs which restricts the freedom of
purchase of raw material, and I am not in favor of a tariff on lumber
or on cedar shingles or on cedar lumber because it is not necessary.
The I:roblems of the business can not he settled by & tariff. That is
not the way to settle their problems. We are confronted with a deple-
tion problem. We will be out of timber within the next 15 or 20

-years. We are cutting it too fast now. We should slow up on that
cutting. We should permit the cutting of our neighbor’s timber if
they will let us.

Senator THomAas. That would be an argument for free trade on
Io%\s, would it not?

Ir. BLoEDEL. Yes, sir. .

Senator THoMAS. Are you acquainted with the mill operators in
that section of the country?

Mr. BLOEDEL. Yes, sir; with all of them. -

Senator THomas. So far as you know, would their statements be
comparable to yours with regard to earnings?

Mr. BroepeL. Well, it is difficult for me to say that. I do not see
their books and do not know, and unless someone would float a
public issue like ours I could not tell.

Senator THoMmAs. So far as you know there is no logging interest
in that country that is depressed?

Mr. BLoepeL. Well, I think not, with some exceptions. There are
those in the lumber business who are disadvantageously located. In
other words, he is the marginal producer who thinks his solution of
the problem is the tariff. He is not so located that he can get by,
and do what concerns located like others can. There are many like
ours, just as good or better, and you are hearing from the marginal
E;oducer who can not get by. He thinks that the tariff will solve

is problem.

In that connection I wish to say that the prices on all of these
articles have gone up within the last few years. I happen to have
here my statement for the month of May. I will quote to you from
this statement what our sales were as compared to sales a year ago.

Sfcfs%lator Couzens. Are those sales composed of imports of Canadian
stu

Mr. BLoepeL. I am speaking now of the sales of lumber, not logs.

Senator Couzens. But you imported the lumber from Canada that
made the sales?

Mr. BLoepEL. No; these sales are from the Bloedel-Donovan
Lumber Mills for 1924 manufactured in its Bellingham mills almost
gclu?iively out of Puget Sound or American timber; none from

anada.

The average price for the month of May was $21.23; for the month
of April, this past month, it was $21.51. In the month of May, 1928,
it was $18.98. In other words, the lumber, according to this state-
ment, has gone up $2.30 a thousand. What may have applied in the
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way of depression in the business as a result of the post-war inflation
in 1924 and 1925, and even into 1926, does not apply to 1927 and in no
sense applies to 1928 or to the present time, because under the present
conditions the lumber business is prosperous, and the man who is
- not prosperous has no right in the business. I mean if he does not
get his fair share he is not running his business right.

The price of fir logs has gone up $1 a thousand in February—
that is on No. 1 common-—and $2 on clear. They have gone up as
high as $5 on choice logs that these door men need. Cedar logs have
gone up relatively for the last two years. In the spring of 1928
cedar logs were $16, shingle logs, and $28 for clear logs. To-day the
price is $21 for shingle logs and $35 for clear logs.

Cedar siding has gone up from $28 to $35 for the A grade.

Senator THomas. How do you account for that?

Mr. BrLoepeL. I think it is a part of the result of the general
prosperity of the country. Our lumber never stays fixed. We go
up or down with the general prosperity, according to the amount of
building that ‘goes on. A large pairt of our lumber goes into the
construction of automobiles; spruce lumber for crates, fir lumber for
crates, spruce lumber for bodies, etc. A large part of it goes into
reapers and harvesters.

Senator TaHOMAS. Does the cost of producing a thousand feet of
lumber determine absolutely the selling price of that same 1,000 feet
at the mill? .

Mr. BLoepEL. Not always. Necessarily it must be the guide or
in the end you would not make any profit.

_Sex;ator HoMAS. What are the factors that enter into the selling
price

Mr. BroebpEL. Competitive conditions. Pretty generally our com-
petition is with the yellow pine of the South. .

1 might say that the west coast has its best market with the farmer
west of the Mississippi River because that is the territory it can reach
by rail; North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, Colo-
rado, Montana, and sections like that. Generally speaking, the
prairie farmers will take from our section between 40 and 50 per cent
of the total lumber produced. That is, it will go into what you might
call the farming sections. ] .

We, ourselves, do not ship that much into the farming sections,
because we ship largely to the Atlantic seacoast by means of the
Panama Canal. We are now shipping about 50,000,000 feet a year
into Baltimore, Philadelphia, Newport, and Boston by means of the
Panama Canal because of low transportation rates.

Senator THomas. Does the fluctuation of the bugnng power of a
dollar have anything to do with the price of lumber?

Mr. BLoEpEL. I might illustrate that in this way: The average
price of lumber in the pre-war period, uninfluenced by the war, was
$13.50, as I recall it, for my company, and I think that is fairly
representative. I have just given you the price for the month of

ay at $21.23, and I have here my annual statement and I can give
you what my annual returns were for the year 1928. The annual
returns for the year 1928 were $20.53 and for the year 1927 they
were $20.29, .

Senator Taomas. That shows that the price of lumber is gradually

going up.
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Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes, sir; that is the tendency.

Senator THoMAS. Is that caused by increased labor costs?

Mr. BroepEL. No. Labor has remained comparatively stationa
except in the skilled labor. Skilled labor and semiskilled labor is
always in pretty sharp demand and that has responded. I think
unskilled labor has not responded to that same increase.

Senator THoMmas. The fact that you have several million feet of
lumber standing, the price of the lumber to your mills would not be
of any particular consequence in the item of cost, would it, except
as you might value it yourself?

Mr. BLoEDEL. You mean the price of the log?

Senator THoMAS. Yes.

Mr. BLoeDEL, Yes; it would be, We always sell logs in the open
market in addition to manufacturing them in our own mill, and the
question of the price of logs has something to do with that; so-we
are interested in the price of logs. . )

I would like to touch for a minute on the question of depletion,
which is, after all, the influence which affects us all.

Senator Couzens. On that question of depletion, is it your conten-
tion that the American owners of this timber should curtail production
and let their neighbors produce? Is that your idea?

Mr. BLoepEL. My idea is that we ought not to undertake to inflate
our own business so as to accelerate our production. We have a
certair; capacity created and certain men in towns that must be taken
care of.

Senator Couzens. Yes; I understand that, but you want the tariff
taken off for the purpose of accentuating production in Canada and
curtailing production in the United States.

Mr. BLoepEL. Not in the sense of curtailing production, but I do
not want to accelerate. .

Senator Couzens. A while ago you said that we should reduce our
production in this country and conserve it.

Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes.

Senator Couzens. If that is so, you want the tariff taken off so as
to accentuate the production in British Columbia and, consequently,
reduce the production in the United States. Is not that correct?

Mr. BLoEDEL. That is a conclusion that you might draw from it.

Senator Covzens. You said it. You saild we were depleting it
and you wanted the depletion stopped. 1 do not think it is an
assumption.

Mr. BrorpeL. All right; we will leave it that way.

Senator Covgens. Do you take the position that the owners of this
standing timber in Washington, or anywhere else, should hold this
and not cut it while their neighbors in Canada are permitted and
encouraged to cut? Is that your position?

Mr. BroepkL. I can not do that because I could not afford to hold
my timber indefinitely; the taxes would eat mo up.

Senator Couzens. If you want the tariff taken off so as to reduce
cutting in this country, and accentuate it in British Columbia, I can
not see any other conclusion but what you want to maintain the
standing timber in this country as long as possible.

M.IGIBLOEDEL. Yes; we want to maintain our timber as long as
possible.

Senator DENEEN. I believe you said that we would exhaust’ our
supply in about 18 years.
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Mr. BLoEDEL. Yes, sir. This map that has been prepared for the
industry is considered authentic because it has been prepared from
the tax records where logged-off areas are reported from gmr to year.
The red Wrtion represents the logs off area on Puget Sound in the
State of Washington. The green is the remaining standing timber.
That is in private hands. The brown is in the forest reserve created
under the Roosevelt administration in 1906.

Senator Couzens. What is the relative standing timber in those
sections?

Mr. BroepEL. In the green, the privately owned section, and we
will say here, the State-owned section, there is approximately
150,000,000,000 feet of timber remaining, and at our present rate of
cutting——

Sgna;;or Couzens. Never mind that. What is in the Government
section?

Mr. BLoepEL. There is approximately 100,000,000,000 feet in the
Government land in this reserve and in the forest reserves created
along this area here [indicating).

Sgna';:or Couzens. What is the total amount of the standing
timber

Mr. BrLoeper. The total is approximately 250,000,000,000 feet
of standing timber in the State of Washington.

Senator Couzens. Both private and Government?

Mr. BLoebpEL. Both private and Government. The State of Ore-
on, just below here, has approximately 300,000,000,000 fcet of tim-
er, much of which is of the same type. But I am speaking of the

log duty which is influenced by this waterway and by this depletion.

I went there in 1889 and at that time that area was practically an
uncut area. I went to Bellingham and all the route between there
and Seattle was one dense body of timber. It is now all cut, wa,
back to the foothills, and the remaining timber in private hands is
this green area that you see butting up against the mountain range.
I might say that the timber in the forest reserves belong to the
Federal Government. Naturally, the best lands were taken up under
the land laws prior to 1906. Therefore, the mountainous areas are
now in the forest reserves. Thely contain some valuable stands of
timber but not nearly so valuable as those in private hands. The
timber in private hands is more valuable because it is more accessible
and is usually of a better quality. Within the last six months con-
siderable controversy has arisen between the Grays Harbor people
and the Puizet Sound peopie over a part of this forest reserve, some
of which belongs to the State of Washington, and an effort has been
made to have the Forest Department allocate that to Grays Harbor,
which effort has been resisted on the part of these other people, both
claiming depletion is at hand and they have got to have timber.

On the statement of figures that I have just given you all of the
privately owned timber there will be lo;i'ged in about 18 years. It
can not be all done because the price will rise consistently before the
end comes, and before you get into the forest reserve here to any
oxtent the Erice has to be materially higher than it is now in order to
overcome the physical difficulty of handling that timber over that in
private hands.

Senator Couzens. Assuming, for instance, that you personally
owned all of that private standing timber, would you like a situa-
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tion to develop so that you could not cut that at all? It would have
to stand there year after year in the interest of conservation while we
encouraged importation from British Columbia.

Mr. BLoEpEL. No, I would not; and if such a position arose and a
tariff or even a total ﬁ ohibition on it would do it, I would be for it.
There is no such risk. DBritish Columbia will not import its raw
material into Puget Sound in any quantity. It is usuallly‘r only the
margin or surplus which they can not use themselves which 15 ex-

orted. If we were to be ‘lmt out of business and get cheaper logs
rom the other side, I would say no.

Senator Couzens. Just tell us what is the contention, then, on the
part of these timber holders for a tariff. I suppose they will tell
their own story.

Mr. BroepEL. They will tell their own story. They are here. I
think the contention is to get $1 a thousand more for logs.

Senator Couzens. You think they would get $1 a thousand more
by that tariff, do you?

Mr. BrLokepkL: I do not think that they would got the whole dollar,
but they would get a part of it.

Senator Couzens. I understood your testimony a while ago to be
that the Canadian producer was compelled to sell $1 cheaper hecause
of the tariff. If that is so, the Canadian producer is not going to get
anywhere. :

Mr. BroxpEeL. If 200,000,000 less fect of timber come from Canada
the situation on Puget Sound will he much more solid than it is.

In the report of the Tariff Commission thero is a statement that 43
logging concerns put in 60 per cent of the timber on Puget Sound.
I am one of those. Out of that number 23 supply logs to their own
mills and do not sell logs in the open market. In other words, 20
logging operators practically dictate the price of 60 per cent of the
logs sold in the open market, and that is why theso mills that are
degondcnt on the open market want a free market to draw from.

enator Couzens. Proceed.

Mr. BroebpEL. I think I have said everything that I care to say
on logs. I would like to make a few remarks with respect to cedar.
Cedar importations from British Columbia are all interwoven with the
tariff on shingles and cedar lumber, because it is a mattor of cedar
log production. So I want to say just a few words on cedar lumber
and I will finish by time for the noon recess.

The tariff of 25 per cent as passed by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee on cedar lumber is absolutely prohibitive. Cedar lumber,
while it is not in a general sense called a building lumber, is neces-
sary to the building. Cedar lumber is made into siding which is the
same thing as the former New England clapboard. It is one-half
!)ry six. In the New England States you had clapboard or siding.

hree or four or five different kinds of luinber enter,into the building
of a house. Douglas fir lumber is used for framifig because of its
strength. We uce hardwood floors because the hardwood does not
mark. Wo use cedar shingles because they last longer. Cedar lum-
ber is ust as necessary for the farmer to use as fir lumber. The
whole production of cedar lumber in shingles and logs is about 1,000,-
000,000 feet por year, and out of that it is estimated that cedar lumber
will be about 250,000,000 feet, and it is estimated that there is about
56,000,000 feet imported into the United States from Canada.
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A few moments ago I pointed out to you that the price of cedar
siding has gone from $28 to $35 for class A }4-inch cedar siding, which
is the same as clapboards. It has gone up $7 per thousand.

Senator THoMas. Since when?

Mr. BLoepkL. Inside of & year. That is for a half-inch measure-

ment. We take 1 by 6 siding and resaw it and make two Y4-inch
boards out of it. If we double the price of $35 that would make $70,
and the 25 per cent duty on that would be $16 and something, which
is prohibitive. A great deal of cedar is used in the arts for pattern
work. Cedar is also used in the building of boats. The price ranges.
from 350 to $100 a thousand. It is not cheap wood; it is a high-
priced wood, and yet it comes from the same area that the other
timber comes from at the same stumpage cost and the same logging
cost,
I might say that the cedar of the State of Washington is limited.
There 1s, approximately, only 30,000,000,009 fcet in Washington and
Oregon, and there is possibly 60,000,000,000 feet in British Colum-
bia. The cedar is intermingled with the other specics. It does not
grow separately. The percentage of cedar in Puget Sound is declin-
g, 5 per cont within the last four or five years, from 21 per cent
down to 15 per cent and is going to decline further. The whole
question is limited to the cedar log supply and nothing else. If you
want to benefit the cedar lumber and cedar shingles then take the
tariff off logs. That is one sure way of henefiting them.

I am going to file a brief on the log tariff that I have just discussed
which will be more elaborate than my discussion, and I am filing a
brief on the cedar lumber tariff which I have just discussed.

I just want to make this statement in conclusion: That whatever
tariff is put on logs, and for that matter whatever tariff is put on
cedar lumber or fir lumber, acts not as an additional profit to the
manufacturer, except as he is the owner of the stumpage; it goes right.
back to the tree on the ground. Whatever more l¥ou got for logs or
shingles, whatever more you get for cedar lumber or fir lumber,
means that much more g'ou realize out of the price of your stumpage.
That means that a lot of large stumpage holders are benefited by this.
It means that the mill not so fortunately situated that has to buy
logs in the open market will have to pay the price of the logs to the
timber owner.

I say in all frankness that so far as the American duty is concerned
I am not affected, because I own timber on both sides of the line. If
the price of timber goes up I will realize on it. I think, however, it is
in danger of accelerating and increasing and inflating our whole
production to the whole extent that we will suffer from exactly the
same conditions we did in the f)ostwar period when we all rushed in
and tried to make too much. 1 want to prevent it by not making too
much and by keeping on on a normal basis as we are now,

Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted to file the brief that I spoke of?

Senator Couzens. Yes.

(The briefs submitted by Mr. ._.oedel are as follows:)
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Brier oy WasHINGTON STATE LUMBER AND SHINGLE MANUFACTURERS TIMBER
CONSERVATION AND ANTI-L0G TARIFF ASSOCIATION AND OTHERS

FIR, CEDAR, SPRUCE, AND WESTERN HEMLOCK LOGS

Paragraph 401 of the tariff bill now before the Senate, provides for a duty of $1
r thousand feet on logs of fir, spruce, cedar, and western hemlock except when
mported for pulp manufacture. The provisions of the amended section con-
stitute a very material extension of &)aragraph 401 of the tariff act of 1922, which,
although it provided for the same duties, made them conditional and applicable
only to countries which levied an export tax on logs shipped to the United States.

TERRITORIAL RANGE OF PROPOSED LOG DUTIES

The production of fir, spruce, cedar, and western hemlock logs for lumber and
lumber products is practically confined to the two States of Oregon and Wash-
ington and to the Province of British Columbia. The log tariff is therefore a local
problem as regards possible protection for domestie industry.

BRITISH COLUMBIA LOG EXPORT TAX DECLARED INVALID IN RECENT DECISION IN
SUPREME COURT OF CANADA

It has already been stated that the tariff act of 1922 permitted unconditional
free entry of all logs except where they eame froin a country which imposed ex-
port duties. More than 90 per cent of the logs imported into the United States
came from British Columbia; this Provinece is the only region which levies an
export tax on logs. Log duties contained in the 1922 tariff act were, therefore,
applicable only to British Columbia. Reccently, the Supreme Court of Canada
has handed down 2 decision declaring the British Columbia export tax invalid.
(See Exhibit A.) While this dcecision may be appealed it is also likely that it
means the end of export taxes on unmanufactured logs shipped outside of the
Province. In cffect, this decision makes available to the sawmills of Puget
Sound, subject to competitive conditions as between Puget Sound and Canadian
mills, an additional supply of much needed high-grade timber.

RESTRICTION OF LOG SUPPLY EVEN ON A MODERATE SCALE PENALIZES CERTAIN
AMERICAN MILLS AND RESTRICTS OPPORTUNITY FOR EMPLOYMENT OF AMERICAN
LABOR

Although imports of logs from British Columbia have been very moderate
during the past decade, a very real and increasing neced has been felt by certain
mills on Puget Sound for such logs as are imported and this necessity will un-
doubtedly increase in the near future. It was pointed out by Mr. W. R. Ripley,
of the Wheeler-Osgood Co. of Tacoma, before the Ways and Means Committee
on January 18, that his company frequently finds itself unable to obtain an ade-
quate supply of hjgh-grwde fir logs, needed in the manufacture of veneer, sash,
and door stock. hen again, there is a coastantly recurring shortage of cedar
logs required for shinfles and siding manufacture. This is evidenced by the
market reports in the lumber trade journals of the Pacific Northwest,

Prices on all grades of logs produced on Puget Sound have advanced from
10 to 25 per cent since April 1, 1928, notwithstanding the fact that the volume
of logs imported from British Columbia has been ai)proximatelg the same as
in previous years. It is obvious, therefore, that the situation with regard to log
supply is such that log importations are no factor in depressing log prices.
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RATIO OF LOG IMPORTS TO DOMEATIC PRODUCTION 18 INSIGNIFICANT

The ratio of log importations to domestic production will be seen from the
following tables:
Consumption of saw logs in Washinglon

{Source: Commerce and Navigation, U. §. Department of Commerce)}

Shingles,
Year Lumber veneer cooper- Total
age, exports

eet Feet Feet
5. 358, 000, 000 535, 000, 000 6, 671, 000, CDO
6, 878, 000, 000 915, 000. 000 7. 513, 000, 000
@, 262. 000, 60D 925, 00U, 000 7. 192, 000. 000
7,027, 000, 000 974, 000, 600 &, 001, 000, 00G
7. M6, 000, 000 960, 000, 000 8, 506. 000, 000
7, 325, 000, 000 965,000,000 | 8, 230, 000, V00

Import of logs and round timber inlo customs district of Washington

{In thousand feet]

‘ ;
' " Percentage
ol fin-
¢ H l;prta-
| ong
Year Dutiable ! Free Total l against
: '} annual log
. 1 consump-
' f tion
F 17 7 U 24,000 1 119,000 143,000 1 21
17 M 145000, 29,000 | 174,000 23
302 e e eeemeenareoseeasesanenasessannennennsnann 133,000 0. 000 208, 000 2.9
39251 oo @ooo| 06wo| 15900 | 23
19%........ cemecemamecneeannnn 70, 000 94, 000 134,000 ! 1.8
1027, cesmeececessmmecnsrsennmesasacnan - 134000 100, 000 234. 000 i 2.8
192, reseesevaseseeesenencenacmseses 5,680 | 78,000 143,650 | .7
U

There is little prospect of increased imports of logs from British Columbia
as the tidewater mills in British Columbia are substantially in the same condition
with d to log supply as those on Puget Sound. British Columbia has con-
siderable reserves of Douglas fir, cedar, and spruce in the interior, on the west
coast of Vancouver Island, and on the northern mainland, but the bulk of this
timber is not accessible to the present British Columbia tidewater mills or those
on Puget Sound. The removal of the export duty will not affect this timber,

LOG DUTIES ARE NOT BUPPORTED BY PRODUCTION COSTS

We do not intend to repeat hers in detail the data relating to production costs
of domestic and foreign logs laid before the Wavs and Means Committee. These
are contained in the record and are already available for consideration. Attention
is directed, however, to the finding of the United States Tariff Commission which
- investigated this matter in 1925. In view of the fact that this investigation was
conducted by an agency of the Government to determine for tariff purposes the
question of relative costs of production, these findings are entitled to careful
examination. Moreover, no other study of comparative log costs has been carried
out on the same extensive scale, The Tariff Commission’s investigation included
the area tributary to Puget Sound, Wash., and Strait of Georgia, British Columbia,
where the same physical conditions exist and where logging methods are identical
in the harvesting of the same types of timber.

The commission found that Bellingham, Wash., was the principal competing
market for Washington and British Columbia logs. Its investigation showed that
the average cost of logs in boom at tidewater-—not in the competing market—for
domestic producers, was $14.90 per thousand feet during the year 1923, while
Canadian costs for the same period were $14.18 per thousand feet, an excess of
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cost for domestic logs of 72 cents per thousand feet in boom at tidewater. Since
1923 there have been various changes in competitive conditions which indicate
that a similar study carried out at the present time would show that the average
log costs in boom at tidewater are practically the same for domestic and Canadian
logs. Among the developments which have increased production costs of Cana-
dian logs are the cnactment of a minimum wage law in British Columbia, the
adoption of a statutory 8-hour day and an.increase from 3 to 52 per cent of pay
roll for workmen’s compensation, which alone has added at least 10 cents per
thousand feet to the cost of production in the Canadian territory.

The United States Tariff Commission, in its preliminary statement dated
Julv 1, 1925, gives the average cost of domestic and foreign logging as follows:

Comparison of foreign and domestic logging costs, 1923

Per 1,000 feet

Dormestic ‘ Foreign

—— e—— . )

Falling and bucking...coeenuniiemnniia it cccnacaccnacacecacaamcncasnn $1.554 $1.423
Yarding 8nd J00ding . oo e aeianececaacceceeceareanreesanananearenanemanan 3.665 ! 3.470
Coneyance 10 HUEWALRr. oo ceeeueeeirecaeccerececiescnccennccesncscccecnnannns ' 4.558 4.015
Booming 8nd TAfling.....eeeeeenemaeeiecncceensacceecroctroncmeocmcecnsaacanaes 47 . 495
Gerernl and administrative......ccceeeen..... 1.5875 ; 1.909
SHUMDARE. .. ceeanennecnnnan cessemcecanan cennn : 3.103 2.397
Severance tax or royalty..... ceemecreeasen eeseasmcaceavenaceerancacoreenacnananos sarasmansree ! 47l

Cost in boo:n without interest............. Aresseeesccrecnnatianoncnatanns 14.902 14.180

]

The following summarized table shows comparative costs of labor, supplies,
administrative and other expenses, etc., as published in the report referred to:

Summary of arerage weighted costs al tidewater

!
Per 1,000 feet

i 1]
; Domestic ! Porelgh

Operating expense; {

DO e eee e eee e e e e e e e e s emeesee e e e smemen o ossn $4.60
SUPPlES. - ceoiceiieeicicearrecerancncesacacscetaccccanceacinrasnnasansean 94! 1.28
Repairs and mainlenance. . .....cceeeenoeenereieeaciencceccecnseccaaconanns ) 1.03 .88
simr track and freight paid common cargier. ... occceuceceeacaranecenccanas 2.18 1.08
Miscellaneous Operating. ..ccuee oo cmeerceecciecnaccccaceaccacocsancacnnnen .15 22
o 1T 3T TN .81 1.25

TOLBY OPEFALING EXPOMSD- . e e eeneveenceenncescacncenseemonesaamnaanemeace 10.22 | 9.40
.28 ' .89
.2 .42
.36 .05

.7 .88-

, 1.58 | .91

Other expense: ! ;

Stux:gage ................................................................... ’ 3.10 2.40
[o£:1:1:75 1Y, B 3 Y {3 D fremmemneann .47
Total Other @XPeNSe. «c. e e cnaccceenieascsacecsscacasaacccaccennacanacens 3.10 i 2.87
_ Total cost INClUding INLEreSt.eeerneecenrecacencieaneeeeneeeennreensonncns: ; 14.90 i 14.18

It is important to note at this point that the commission in its report failed to
take account of a very important factor relating to log cost comparisons. This
is the fact that logs are not measured in Washington and in British Columbia
by the same unit of measure, and such measurcments differ so greatly that it is

G3310—20—voL 4, Sc HED 4— 5 *

.
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not possible to secure any accurate formula to compare the cost data. However,
tests made by measuring the same rafts of logs on both sides of the line show
that in general a thousand feet of logs according to the Washington scale contain
from ten to fifteen per cent less material than a thousand feet as measured in
British Columbia. (See Ways and Means Committee hearings, p. 9246.)

Applying this ‘o the above costs it is necessary either to add ‘o the British
Columbia costs or subtract from the Washington costs from $1.40 to $2.10 in
order to make the data exactly comparable. With this correction the data
?hc;ws higher costs for British Columbia of from $0.68 to $1.38 per thousand
eet.

WHEN TOWING COSTS ARE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION, PRODUCTION COSTS OF
CANADIAN LOGS EXCEED DOMESTIC

Costs in boom to tidewater as given by the Tariff Commission were not in-
tended to represent actual comparative costs. Canadian logs are produced far
from the consuming market, while the domestic logs delivered at the hoom’at
tidewater are at or near the point of consumption, In computing these costs,
the question was raised as to whether the British Columbia exports tax should
be considered, but in view of the probable discontinuance of this tax it will not
he considered here. However, the additional towing cost on Canadian logs are
included in the figures obtained by the Tariff Commission and show an excess
cost for the Canadian product of 62 cents per thousand without consideration of
the added disadvantage due to difference in measurement.

It has already hLeen stated that Bellingham, Wash., was determined by the
commission to be the common market for British Columbia and Puget Sound logs,
and to obtain an accurate vicw of the true conditions under which Canadian and
American logs compete, transportation costs to this competing market must be
added to the cost of logs at tidewater.

On the question of the propriety of taking towing costs into consideration,
attention is directed to a ruling of the Attorney General of the United States
in an opinion given February 6, 1926, which says that the President ‘“should
take into consideration, in so far as he finds it practicable from an analysis of
the facts in each case, costs of transportation whenever it is shown that such
cost difference therein as between domestic and foreign articles constitutes an
advantage or disadvantage in competition Letween foreign and American pro-
ducers.” It is perfectly obvious that in this care transportation charges do
constitute a serious disadvantage to foreign producers of logs entering the Puget
Sound market. Adding to the cost of towing domestic logs to Bellingham, the
commission found that the delivered cost was $15.33 per thousand feet, while
the cost of delivering British Columbia logs to the same point was $15.95 per
thousand feet, a difference in favor of the American product of 62 cents without
consideration of the differences in log measures. These figures are suimarized
hereunder: .
Summary of costs delivered at Bellingham, Wash.

Per 1,000 feet
Domestiz | Forelign
Costs at tidewater as shown In foregoing tables. ..o eeneecaecaeaccneaecaaaas .su.' 90 $14.18
A;emge‘%pwgge charge paid on actual logs movements from tidewater to Belling- 3
I g I & I S,
Avera%]e towage charge for moving logs from British Columbia to Bellingham,
Y T PRGN P 1.97
15.33 15.95

The foregoing figures arc not estimates but actual data taken from the books
of companies determined by competent and eareful investigation to he representa-
tive of the entire logging industry in the regions covered. A check of other pub-
lished muaierial covering the same field gives them whatever substantiation is
nceded. Cost reports of the West Coast Lumbermen’s Association and of the
British Columbia Log%crs’ Association cover the same territory as was covered
by the investigation of the Tariff Commission, and, while the methods of com-
pilation may differ somewhat, the purposes served are the same and the figures

o
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provide a reasonable and convenient check on the work of the commission. Com-
pari?:m of the official certified cost data of the two assaciations show the following
result:

Cost per 1,000 feet of producing logs

{®ource: West Coast Lumbermen’s Association, British Columbia L oggers® Association)

e e e e ‘
. . _British . ;Washington- . | British Washington-
Year i Columbia | Oregon Year | Columbia i Oregon

l n

_— SO | A | — -

M4 iieiennand $14.14 1 9129311927, eoiieeeeeeees TR T | W

1925, cenceiccnanaaeneen 12204 12,00 1 1928 o oeocniannanne. ‘ 148 | 11.2)
T 7 S 12.56 11.67 §| i 1
i t

EXHAUSTION OF DOMESTIC TIMBER SUPPLIES 18 SERIOUS PROBLEM FOR MANY
PUGET BOUND MILLS

By far the most scrious aspect of the proposed log duties is the probable effect
upon the future timher supply of the tidewater mills in the Puget Sound region,
who are dependent in part or entirely upon the open market for their log supply,
and who, in view of the approaching decline of domestic log production in that
region, must depend to an increasing extent on imported logs to carry on their
operation.  The area uffected by the proposed duties, Puget Sound and tributary
waters, has concentrated therein the greatest lumber-manufacturing industry
in the history of the United States. It is vitally important to the prosperity of
the State of Washington that these mills e operated to the greatest extent possi-
ble on a perinanent basis. Tremendous inroads have already been made into
Washington forests on which these plants have degcnded for their supplies; so
much so that timber depletion is a pressing problem. Local timber supplies
have already been depleted to the point that numerous logging operations and
sawmills have no more than sufficient for afew years’ operations.  Comparatively
few are assured of more than 10 years' life.

State Supervisor of Forestry Joy, of Washington, in a report issued by him in
1925, states that the total stand of commercial timber now in private hands
in the State of Washington is 146,000,000,000 feet, board measure. The annual
cut of timber of the State of Washington, according to a report prepared by
William GibLons of the United States Forest Service in 1926 and contained in
the Government publication entitled * Report on Forests and Wood-using Indus-
tries of Washington,” approximates &,000,000,000 feet. Mr. Porteous, as a
result of a survey of the timber resources of western Washington, found that
the remaining privately owned timber, at the present rate of cutting, gave an
average life of 16 years to the mills nov: operating.

It is, moreover, of importance to know that the major Fart of the remaining
privately owned timber in Washington lies to the south of Puget Sound and on
the extreme western edge of the Olympic Peninsula. Timber in the southern
part of Washington, generally speaking, is not available for the lumber industry
on Puget Sound. It is owned or controlled largely by interests who alreacy have
sawmills adjacent to it, and transportation charges on logs to the Puget Sound
mills are virtually prohibitive.

The timber on the western side of the Olympic Peninsula is to a considerable
extent accessible to both northern and southern mills together with that of the
Oiympic National Forest. It constitutes the last remaining stand of timher of
any conscquence of western Washington. The mills in both territories are, at
the present time, cngaged in a vigorous contest for the right to purchase and cut
timber in this territory. This contest, perhaps more than anything else, shows
the real situation as regards depletion as viewed by the lumber industry itself.
Other than this timber, the only chance for Puget Sound mills to secure supplics
necessary to continue their operations lies in their ability to import from British
Columbia such amounts as may economically be accessible to their plants.

PROPOSED DUTIES PROVIDE EXEMPTION WHERE LOGS ARE USED FOR PULP MANU-
FACTURE WHILE GREATEST LOG SCARCITY 1S CEDAR AND HIGH-GRADE FIR

Paragraph 401 of the tariff bill exempts from duty logs imported for the pur-
pose of pulp manufacture. If any exemption were justified, it would seem to
be for cedar logs imported for shingle and cedar-lumber manufacture, fir logs for
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the manufacture of ven:zer, sash and door stock, and similar high-grade products.
These industries have ¢xperienced continually recurring shortages of suitable raw
maierial. Not only have they been forced to depend on imports to keep their
mills operating, but in numerous instances, they have had to pay substantial
price premiums over domestic logs as a result of these conditions.

Log prices on Puget Sound have advanced as follows:

Cedar logs (Jumber grade) April 1, 1928, to March 31, 1929, from $28 to $35
per thousand feet, an increase of 25 per cent.

Cedar logs (shingle grade) during the same period, from $16 to $21 per thou-
sand feet, ar increase of 31.25 per cent.

There is every reason to believe that demand for cedar produects, particularly
high-grade siding and shiugles will increase; on the other hand, cedar log produc-
tion on Puget Sound has undoubtedly passed its peak. Logging operations have
been confined, up to the present time, to the better timber stands on the bottom
lands, benches, and lower slopes, which, generally speaking, have not contained
more than 20 per cent of hemlock and other so-called inferior woods. Data on
a substantial portion of the cut on Puget Sound for a period of years indicates
that the proportion of cedar to total stand has been about 20 per cent. In the
last two or thiree i\;ears this has dropped to about 15 per cent, bearing out the well
understood fact that as logging operations move into higher areas, the percentage
of cedar decreases. It is pertinent here to point out that wmuch of the cedar
remaining on the national forest areas tributary to Puget Sound is extremely
scattered, and having in view the Forest Service policy to pernit the exploitation
of national forest areas permanently productive, this cedar will come on the
market at an extramely slow rate.

State Supervisor of Forestry George C. Joy, in 1928, estimated the total stand
of the cedar remaining in Washington at slightly over 32,500,000,000 feet board
measure. William H. Gibbons, of the United States Forest Service, estimated
the stand of cedar in Washington in 1922 to 32,000,000,000 feet. 1t is safe to
assume that as Mr. Gibbons' estimate was made in 1922 and there has since
been cut in excess of that 6,000,000,000 feet of cedar, that State Supervisor of
Forestry Joy's estimate may be taken at an outside figure. Of this tinber,
according to Mr. Gibhons’ estimate, less than 17,000,000,000 feet is privately
owned lands. Quoting further from Mr. Gibbons’ report, Washington’s wood-
using industries consume annually the following quantities of cedar logs:

Feet
Shingles. ... ccveecemcccccceccaccncanaccccccaccancanacanan 720, 000, 000
Lumber. .. .. ceeceaccccemcmccccccccccceeccaceeccnea- 226, 664, 000
Poles and piling. .o oco o cmeccae e eceamceecaaaas 150, 000, 000
Logs exported (unmanufactured) .. .ccceomeonomoamaaaao. 76, 651, 000
Total.. e cecacecccceccccccccmccene——a- 1, 173, 315, 000

(Logs exported—figure gives excess of logs sent outside the State over
imports.)

From these figures it will be seen that the remaining privately owned cedar
timber in the entire State of Washington will afford only 15 years’ life to the
present cedar plants, but as a coneiderable portion of this cedar is not tributary
to Puget €oand, an acute shortage of cedar is hound to be felt in the Puget
Sound area long before this. As a further indication of the trend of cedar supply
it may be stated that the log scale of the Puget Sound Scaling Bureau shows
that the proportion of cedar in the annual lumber cut of Puget Sound has declined
perceptibly during the past two years. According to the reports of the bureau,
the total quantity of logs scaled by the organization in 1928 was 2,004,786,370
fecet and in 1927 1,807,037,665 feet; the total scale (annual) for the 16 ycars
(1913-1928, inclusive) was 19,805,000,000 feet. For the four years 1913 to 1916,
inclusive, the cedar cut constituted 27 per cent of the logs scaled by the burcau.
The average for the 16 years mentioned above was 21 per cent. In 1927 the
proportion of cedar fell to 18 per cent, while in 1928 it had dropped to_16 per
cent. Percentages taken from the reports of the Puget Sound Scaling Bureau
are tabulated hereunder:
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Logs scaled by Puget Sound Log Scaling and Grading Bureau

' 16 years ' 1927 1928

© Percent i Per cent | Per cent
. 62 62 a0

12 " 16
2" 3 4
" 18 16
3 3 4

— e o rmame  smee PR

The production of cedar will decline in even greater raiio as the present logging
operations move on to higher ground.

CEDAR LOG EXPORT I8 AN IMPORTANT FACTOR IN LOG SHORTAGE ON PUGET SOUND

During the past decade a keen demand has developed in the Orient for cedar
fogs from the coastal regions 6f the northwest. This market has been ip a posi-
tion to offer attractive tprices for cedar logs which, generally speaking, are suitable
for the manufacture of high-grade shingles. As a result of this there has been
a constantly increasing drain upon the cedar-shingle log supply. Quantities of
}Oﬁs exported from Wa:lington to the Orient during the past five years are as

ollows:
Exports of cedar logs and hewn timber from the United States

Quaniity Quantity

1,900 feet 1,000 feet
1924 .. 104, 460 1927 . o eeeeevemeeeee 186, 976
1925 e 107,790 | 1928 oo 261, 520
1926 oo oo 138, 463

(Source: Foreign Commerce and Navigation of the United States.)

This drain, together with the poliey of most Puget Sound cedar mills of using
their high-grade logs for cedar lumber manufacture, has resulted in shortages of
good shingle logs with increasing frequency. We do not wish to comment upon
the wisdoin of exporting raw unmanufactured logs which could possibly be better
used in the manufucture of shingles and other cedar products Ilt,rr the use of our
own people, but we do emphatically point out that the volume of these exports
is another reason why domestic mills should not be penalized by an import duty
on such meager supplies as they may be able to obtain from British Columbia.

The conditions we have ontlined with regard to cedar apply with equal foree,
although not to the same extent, to importations of high-grade fir, which con-
stitutes the bulk of fir logs imported from British Columbia, It has already heen

ointed o1t by Mr. W, R. Ripley, of the Wheeler-Osgood Co. of Tacoma, Wash.,
E?. K. Wood Lumber Co. of Anacortes, and other large Puget Sound manufac-
turers, that these large plants find themselves absolutely unable to seeure, from
time to time, an adequate supply of suitable logs, It is perfectly obvious that as
logging moves into the higher and rougher ground that the timber is serubbier
and smatler and the percentage of large logs decreases.  As the domestie supply
of good quality logs decreases, these plants have no alternative but to laok to
British Columbia fur whatever supplies they can sceure there in competition
with the Canadian mills.  Since April 1, 1928, fir-log prices on Puget Sound have
increaved 10 per cent while in the case of No. 1 logs, premiiums of as high «x §5

r tiiousand or 25 per cent over the going prices have been paid on top of these
INCreases,

BENEFICIARIES OF THE PROPOSED LOG DUTIES

The following facts taken from the testimony seeured by the United States
Tariff Commission in its investigation of the log tariff question shows clearly who
stands to benefit by the proposed duty.

The commission found that 43 operators on Puget Sound produced 50 per eent
of the total log output and of these 43. only 23 are engaged in logging and selling
their procducts as logs. From this it is plainly evident that 23 coneerns dominate
nearly 60 per cent of the log market and are practically in a position to eontrol
market conditions. With free acecess to British Coluimbia logs, the tendeney
toward market monopoly by these 23 concerns is much ahbated; on the other
hand, the log duty assists materially in the control of the log market by these
few operators.
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CONCLUSION

The case against the imposition of a duty on logs is simply and clearly defined.
In the region which will be affected by these duties, namely, Puget Sound, timber
supplies have already been depleted to the point that a decline in certain lines of
Jumber production is imminent and inevitable unless free access to the logs pro-
duced north of the international boundary is permitted. Authoritative trade
journals indicate beyond any question of doubt that shortages of certain grades
and species of logs have occurred in the past two years and are occurring with
increasing frequency, State and Federal forest experts and leading forest
engineers in the State place the limit of duration of the existing privately owned
timber in the State at 15 years, while for many Puget Sound plants, it will be
much shorter, The forests of the Pacific Northwest States have been considered
the last timber reserve of the American people. The extent to which they have
already been depleted on Puget Sound has brought the lumber industry there
to the threshhold of a decline in lumber production. To levy on import tax on
log imports at this stage when they are urgently needed to piece out the rapidly
diminishing timber stancs in this region, can only result in hastening the day
when many of these manufacturing units will be dismantled and the present
scenes of industry become scenes of desolation such as exist in the former busy
lumber town of the New England States, the Great Lakes region, and various
parts of the South.

Charles Lathrop Pack, president of the American Tree Association and founder
of the American Forestry Association, in a recent article in the New York Herald-
Tribune, drew attention to the fact that an expedition is heing organized to
study the forests of South America in order to ascertain what species are available
for use in this country and to what extent we can depend upon South America
for our futurz wood requirement. Surely if experts who have made a life study
of forestry and of the timber resources of the United States realize the necessity
of looking at this date for wood supplies in South America, is it not an economic
error reprehensible to a degree to handicap lumber manufacturing plants such
as are concentrated on Puget Sound today by the imposition of a duty on needed
raw materials? From the standpoint of production costs or any other competitive
argument not one shred of supporting evidence has been produced )y the pro-
ponents of a log duty, while, on the contrary, authoritative data procured by
the experts of the Tariff Commission show conclusively that the advantage in
competition lies with domestic log producers in the region affected.

The undersigned companies and individuals representing plants with an an::ual
cut of more than one and one-quarter billion feet have all experienced difficulty
in obtaining an adequate supply of suitable logs, particularly of cedar and high-
grade fir, for their requirements. They view with anxiety the imposition of
the proposed duties and they earnestly request that the same be taken out cf
the proposed tariff bill.

Respectfully submitted.

WaSHINGTON StA7E LUMBER AND SHINGLE MANUFACTURERS
TiMBER CONSERVATION AND ANTILOG TARIFF ASSOCIATION.
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Estimate of timber stand in counties of Slale of Washinglon, segregaled by species

[1,000 feet, hoard measure}
| Hemlock Rhelg("
emloc white,
County Cedar | Spruce Fir |[andother Y".'gfw Wihr:;e silver,and]  Total
species { Pioe | P vellow fir
tamarack

...................... 191,752 191, 752|........ 63, 917 255, 609
................................ , 063,200 ........| 1,354,433 5,417,732
6,896, 312 9,654, 837, 27, 585, 249

36, 441 618, 501 727,
i.444,307, 14, 443. 074
........... 3,252,383
[ ISR 426, 490
. 3,501,508 1, 17, 507, 844

i 5611 112,
! 3,039, 762, 1, 969, 881. 19, 608, 811
L7268, 565 . ... .. ' 17, 265, 652

182 ... 963, 6

.................................. 5,057, 000
...................................................... 4, 162,974
P2, 7,687 ... 7, 716, 870
f 693,333 .......... 5 516,684 6,933, 354
.................................... ot 6, 593, 553
Pacific.... ceeel 1,930,009 1,286,673 6, 12, 866, 731
, $05,395.. .. .- 83 11, 907, 907
.......... RPN e 1, 870, 000

! k! 5, 500 R 110,
.. 9,745,002 3, 248, 864].. . 16, 244, 320
- 9.711,759 2,775,102 cc.cenan. 13,874, 512
.......... i 1,520,297 ... ....... 9.175,786 4,587,893 _........ 15,292,976
Stevens. ...ocoee.... feeeenenns b lceneneee aeenemasad 3.114.125] 25,950 1,012,001 4,152,166
Spokane............. . eecmeaaes leeiezzoeeizezooooool 300,000) 1250000 200,000, 625 000
hurston.. ... 2110 368,400 000100 2,578,800 736,800 ..o ceeoifoaeeenns loeemmeenaei 3,684,000
Wahkiakum........ 1 552,068 138,017 1.242.153. R 102..... ... ..tecciiioifecmnnanaan t 2,760,340
Walla Walla......... [ SO L 28, 875:. .- 9,625° 38,100
Whatcom........... 1,893,362....... . 4,033,405 2,940,043 .......... { ............. i 9,766,810
Yakima...ooooeeneieanaonaaas eeeaeas leeeeennancn mmamamaaan 4,030,172 ........ 1,343,390, 5,373, 562

I 32,574, 2l_l'; 7,903, 880I 130, 352, 567 49, 895, 729 26, 604, 58]2 898, D.';O: 8, 858, 186|257, 178,109

ANACORTES, WasH,

This company, with vards and offices in Los Angeles, San Pedro, Long Beach,
Oakland, Calif., and Portland, Oreg., and sawmills in Hoquiam and Anacortes,
Wash.,, eight steamships in Pacitic coastal trade, registers strong objection to
groposed duty of 81 per thousand or any other sum on logs entering the United

tates from Canada or any other foreign country. In our view no justification
for tax on raw material. As a concern which has been in business for 41 years
we are interested in continued long life of this large operation. We must conserve
our timber, which is being rapidly depleted, as evidence the gresent lack of
timbered lands in northern Washington and the present fight in Clallam County,
Wash. Mills in those districts already see the end of their operations unless raw
material is imported from Canada and conserved at home. We invite your
influence against any tax of any kind upon any specie of logs coming from Canada.

E. K. Woop Luumser Co.

ANACORTES, WASH.

This sawmill and box factory is one cf three institutions controlled by the
undersigned. Our information is that present proposals places $1 per thousand
on all logs purchased by us for lumber or boxes but exempts those purchased by
pulp companies. We emphatioally urge all logs coming from everﬁwhere to be
on free list. We entitled to same consideration as pu ;wweople. y reason of
our nearness to British Columbia and our distance from Washington and Oregon
log supgbies our industry dependent upon British Columbia material without
duty. e point to significance of present dispute over timberlands in Clallam
County, Wash., as evidencing fact that we are nearing the end of our own timber
resources. Please urge that logs be placed on free list without strings attached.

MonrrisoN Miry Co.
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S8TANWOOD, WASH.

Just heard there is effort heing made by few Washington logging operators to
put duty on sawlogs coming here from Canada. Principle of this tax on raw
material which affects all mills on Puget Sound purchasing logs on open market
absolutely wrong. Earnestly solicit your influence against any such tax.

Sranwoop ML Co., Stanwood.

BLAINE, WASH.

Years ago logging ceased in this district by reason of timber being depleted
and put into lumber. No log raw material available for this mill excepting from
the southern part of the State and transportation from there prohibitive. For

ears we necessarily have heen purchasing 8 per cent of our raw material from
ritish Columbia. This is an earnest plea that your efforts be directed towards
securing all classes of logs from British Columbia on the free list. This company
is not at all in favor of any duty no matter how nominal.
Morrisox Mitr Co.

ANACORTES, WasH,

Cenfirming letter which our president mailed to each member of the United
States Congress, this company goes on record as absolutely against the proposed
tax on lcgs of all species entering the United States from foreign countries.
Our company has sawmills at Anacortes and Hoquiam in this State as well as a
large amount of standing timber. We secure big share of raw material from
British Columbia always at the going prices because we are chiefly interested in
the conservation of our own rescurces and the logging life of our industry, We
urge your cooperation in behalf of every sawmill buying logs in the open market.

F. K. Woob Lumeer Co.

Tacoma, WasH,

To preserve our rapidly disappearing forests and in interests of all mills on
Puget Sound purchasing logs in ogen market we strongly oppose any and all
duties on logs coming into United States from Canada. We urge your support,

PeETERMAN MaNtFracrering Co,

ANACORTES, WASH.

We have a large sawmill and box factory which for years has heen dependent
upon a big share of its raw material coming fromm Canada. This company
desires to go on record as absolutely against any kind of duty on logs. Such
action would shorten the life of this and similar institutions and result in wholesale
cutting of our own timber resources, which are meager. Any benefit from such
a tax on raw material would only benefit a very few timber owners to the great

loss of the majority of operators.
FiparLco LvyBeRr & Box Co.

VANCOUVER, BriTisH COLUMBIA.

The Portland office of the E. K. Wood Lumber Co. desires to register its
unqualified disapproval of the present proposal of the Ways and Means Come
mittee to place an import duty of 81 per thousand feet on saw logs entering the
United States from Canada. We are heavily interested in the lumber manufac-
turing, lumber shipping, and lumber selling business and this tax on the raw
material for our own sawmills strikes at the vitals of this Pacific coast institution.
We urge your influence against any tax of any kind being placed on any specics

of logs.
88 E. K. Woop Luomser Co.,
Portland.

Tacoma, Wastt.

We buy our fir logs on open market, about half of our supply coming from
British Columbia and balance from our own camps. We adobt this policy in
order to conserve our standing timber, therefore wish to enter protest against the

-« ~
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dollar per thousand import duty on Canadian logs. Believe removal of this duty

absolutely necessary for us to comgete in foreign lumber trade and to further the

life of log-buying mills on Puget Sound.

TipEwATER MiLL Co.,
Tacoma.

ANACORTES, WasH.

As one of the largest tughoat enterprises in northern Washington, interested
for years in towing logs from British Columbia, to our United States mills we wish
to register a strong objection :{gainst any duty whatsoever heing Placed on logs
of all species from Canada. We sy stantiate the objections of all the mill men
between Blaine and Olympia, Wash., against the present rumored proposal to
glace logs on the dutiable list. Such action strikes at the life of this tugboat

usilr(le:s and the life of every sawmill in this district purchasing logs in the open
market,

GiLrey Bros. Towinag Co.

ANACORTES, WasH.

In as much as proposed bill has lumber from Canada on free list this company
strongly opposes any duty on saw logs, the raw material coming from Canada.
In the interest of conservation of timber and the long life of this large enterprise
we strongly urge vour cfforts toward putting logs of all caliber of free list.

AxacorTES Lumser & Box Co.

ANACORTES, WasH., May 1, 198.

CuairMaN UniTeo StaTEs TariFr CoMMISsION,
: Washington, D. C.

Our lumber manufacturing plants here are very much concerned about a
shortage of logs in the northwest during the coming summer and it is going to be
necessary for our mills to draw on British Columbia for logs. Inasmuch as
there is a duty on logs from British Columbia while finished products from
British Columbia come in free, this places our plants at a disadvantage in com-
peting for business. We urge yvou to investigate this matter and believe if you
do you will recommend reduction of tariff as provided for in bill.

ANACORTES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

BeLLinGgHAM, WasH., April 29, 1923,
TARIFF COMMISSION,
Washington, D. C.:

We ask that immediate consideration be given to the anomalous situation
created by imposing a duty on logs, our raw material, and allowing lumber and
shingles to come into our markets free from Canada.

Puget Sound has a surplus of mills and shortage of logs, which shortage is
accentuated now by I. W. W, agitation. In Canada the situation is reversed,
and a number of our mills will closc and transfer to Canada unless they can have
acccess to that log market. The towage rate from British Columbia of from $1 to
$2.50 per thousand feet is ample protection to American loggers. We ask such
reduction in duty on logs as is possible under the law immediately. Canadian
mills are pouring their product into our markets and reach Atlantic points through
the canal on saine terms as our mills, although their lumber market is closed to us.
Our mills should at least have access to their surplus log supply.

The matter is most urgent and vital.

BeLriNgHAM CHAMBER oF COMMERCE,
A. W. DEMING, President.

DoMiNioN oF CaNaDa,
Providence of British Columbia,
County of Vancouver, to wil:
I, James Chisholm Ralston, of the city of Vancouver, in the Province of British
Columbia, a notary public in and for the said Province, by lawful authority duly
appointed, do hereby certify that the paper writing hereunto annexed ard pur-
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porting to be a copy of the reasons for judgment of the chief justice given in an
action numbered Mec. 471/1929 in the registry of the Supreme Cecurt of Vancouver,
B. C., wherein McDonald Murphy Lumber Co. (Ltd.) was the plaintiff, and the
Attorney General of British Columbia was the defendant, is a true and faithful
copy in words and figures of the said document to me produced, which after
careful examination I attest.

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and notarial seal at the city
of Vancouver, aforesaid, this 25th day of May, 1929.

Jas. Ravusroy, Notary Public.

In the Supreme Court of British Columbia. MacDonald Murphy Lumber Co.
(Itd.), v. the Attorney General of British Columbia. Reasons for judgment
of the honorable chief justice

This is in the nature of a test action by which the plaintiffs are sceking by
means of a declaratory judgment to test the validity of certain sections of the
forestry act, namely sections 58, 62, and 127.

The plaintiffs, & company incorporated in the Province of British Columbia,
are the owners in fee simple of certain timber lands on Vancouver Island in what
is known as the Esquimalt & Nansimo Railway Belt, and particularly section 1,
Renfrew district, and also block 75, Cowichan Lake district, and have the right
to fell trees growing upon the said areas and to remove the timber. In the
conduct of their logging operations they have complied with the provisions of
the forestry act promulgated in that behalf by the department of lands of the
Proviuce, forest branch, paying tie scaling fees and expenses and all proper taxes
payable in respect of the timbher shown in their accounts, other than that upon
the timber taken from block 75 and sections 1, which when they came to tender
was refused on the ground that the tender was not accompanied by a return on
what is known as Form F. B. 38, or by further the sum of $2,025.24, heing the
amount of a timber tax alleged to be duec on the timber cut from block 75 and
scction 1, referred to also at the trial as an export tax.

The plaintiffs, in the course of their business, had entered into contracts to
sell the timber in question to a concern in the State of Washington, who manu-
facture timber into various articles of commerce, and were prevented from
carrying out their contract by the acts aforesaid of the department. The timber
is suitable for and is used in the manufacture of various articles of commerce.
It was not the intention of the plaintiffs, or the purchaser in Washington, to usec the
said timber in British Columbhia or to cause it to be manufactured into sawn
lumber or other manufactured wood produet in British Columbia, or to dispose
of the said timber to any one who would use the same in British Columbia. It
also appears that there is no royalty reserved to the Province of British Columbia
upon the said timber and that tlicre is no royalty or tax paid to the Dominion
of Canada in respect of it.

When the plaintiffs informed the department of their intention to deliver this
commodity to the purchasers in the State of Washington they were asked to sign
Form F. B. 338 and to pay the sum of $2,025.24 as a timber tax pursuant to
section 88 of the forestry act to which there are four schedules. The plaintiffs
refused to make the return or to pay the tax demanded. The defendants took
l}mmpt and effective steps to prevent the logs being taken across the border,

hey are now assembled in booms in British Columbia waters pending eventuali-
ties. The plaintiffs also claim damnages. An old branch of trade is the purchase
and sale of standing timber in British Columbia. The traffic in logs has been and
still is an important feature in the trade and cominerce of the Province hoth
foreign and domestic in which are engaged producers, middlemen, manufac-
turers, and buyers of logs both in British Columbia and the State of Washington.

The plaintiffs submit that section 58 of the forestry act, being Cap. 93 of
R. 8. B. C. (1924), the return on Form F. B. 38 and other returns provided by
the act, as well as section 62 and section 127 of said act, in so far as they refer to
the plaintiff are ultra vires the Legislature of the Province of British Columnbia.
Section 58 cnacts:

“There shall be due and payable to His Majesty a tax upon all timber cut
within the Province, save and except that upon which a royalty is reserved by
this act or the timber royalty act or that upon which any royalty or tax is payable
to the Government of the Dominion, which tax shall be in accordance with the
following schedules:

“ScHEDULE No. 1. Timber suitable for the manufacture of lumber and shingles,
two dollare per thousaud feet, board measure, on No.1 grade; one dollar and fifty
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cants per thousand feet, board measure, on No. 2 grade; and one dollar per thou-
sand feet, board measure, on No. 3 grade: Provided, That a rebate of all the tax
over one cent per thousand feet, board measure, shall be allowed when the timber
upon which it is due or gayable is manufactured or used in the Province.”

Section 62 contains the following:

“(1v No person shall export or remove from the Provinee any timber in respect
of which any royalty, tax, or revenue is payable to His Majesty in right of the
Province, unless a permit is obtained from an officer of the forest Lranch certify-
ing that the timber has been scaled, and all royalty, taxes, and revenue so payable
in respect thereof have been paid.

*(2) Every contravention of the provisions of this section shall render the
offender liable to forfeit and pay to His Majesty the sum of $1,000, to be recovered,
to he recovered, with all costs as between solicitor and client, in an action brought
in the name of His Majesty in any court of competent jurisdiction.

‘(3) The minister, or any pereon authorized by him, may do all things neces-
sary to prevent a breach of the provisions of this section and to secure compliance
therewith, and may for such purpose take, seize, and hold all timber which is, or is
suspected to be, in course of transit out of the Prgvince in contravention of the
provisions of this section, and may also take, seize, and hold every hoat which is
towing any such timber; and if the minister decides that it is not the intention of
the holder, owner, or person in possession of the timber to usc it in the Province,
or to manufacture it or cause it to be manufactured into sawn lumber or other
manufactured wood product 1n the Provinee, or to dispose of the timber to others
who will use the same in the Province, or have the same so manufactured in the
Province, the minister may sell or cause to he sold such timber and boat by public
auction, and the procecds of the sale shall be the property of His Majesty, and
shall form part of the consolidated revenue fund.”

It is submitted on hehalf of the plaintiff that these provisions are restrictive
and tend to prohibit freedom of export trade in this article of commerce. As an
inducement to the producer of the logs, the provineial government relaxes and
offers a rebate if the logs are not exported. Should it be sought to export them
the tax is demanded which, if paid, it is perforce added by the purchaser to the
cost of the commodity. The act does not in terms state that this tax is an
export tax. The defendants contend that the tax is a tax intended to be imposed
upon timber after being cut.  ‘That it is a “timber tax,” the levyving of which
is within the power of the legislature, the plaintiffs, on the other hand, contend
that it is in effect, though perbaps not in form, an export tax.  Applying epithets
does nat as a rule disclose the true character of a transaction or of a statutory
enactment. Both parties invoke the opposite and weil-known clauses of the
B. N. act in their contentions as to whether this tax is direct or indirect. The
two Iatest pronouncements by the Privy Council were cited, viz, Atty, Gen. for
B. C. v. Canadian Pacific Railway, L. R. A. C. 1927, p. 934, and City of Halifax
r. JJ. P. Fairbanks and another L. R. A, C. 192§, p. 117, In my judgment
following the trial of thie first case (\Attorney Gen. for B. C. v. Canadian Pacific
Railwzy), I dealt at length with the autherities which, up to that time, had, in
my opinjon, any useful bearing on this aspeet of the case and which were also
cited at the present trial.

Mo purpose can be served by now again referring to them in leading up to
the ultimate judgments in the Privy Couneil in these cases. The Lord Chan-
cellor in City of Halifax r. J. P. Fairbanks, supra, at page 126, expresses the
npiuinq. which is to be taken as a guide in determining whether a tax is direct
or indirect that “it is the nature and general tendency of the tax and not its
incidence in particular or special eases which must determine its classiiication
and validity,” and his lordship observes that the established classification of
the old and well-known species of taxation should not be disturbed by attempting
to apply a new test to every particular member of those species—*“the imposi-
tion of taxes on property and income. of death duties, and of municipal and local
rates is. according to the common understanding of the term, direet taxation,
Jjust as the exaction of & customs or excise duty on commoditics or of 4 p.ereentage
duty on services would ordinarily be regarded as indirect taxation; and although
new forms of taxation may from time to time he added to one category or the
other in accordance with Mills’s formula, it would he wrong to use that formula
as a ground for transferring a tax universally recognized as belonging to one
class to a different class of taxation.”” If the meaning is that a tax may be
placed in a category or bloe, such as the trade and commerce bloe; the customs
and excise bloe; the personal property bloe, ete., which are separated by horder
lines not very clearly defined, I find no difliculty in assigning this tax to onec ‘of
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the bloes upon which the Provinee must not trespass. 1 find that the nature
and geneval tendency of the tax assailed is to pass it on to the purchaser, and is
an indirect tax which is ultra vires the legislature of British Columbia.

The preliminary question, as to whether the plaintiff should not have pro-
ceeded by way of petition of right, was spoken to briefly and if counse! desire to

be heard further I shall fix a day.
Avray Mornuison. C. J.

BRIEF OF J. H. BLOEDEL, IN BEuaALF oF BLOEDEL-DoxovaN LumBer MiLLs,
SEATTLE, WASH., AND OTHERS

[RED CEDAR LUMBER]

The undersigned file this brief in opposition to the 25 per cent ad valorein duty
which it is proposed to place upon red-cedar lumber.

To fully and adequately understand this question of a tariff on red-cedar lum-
ber, it is necessary, briefly, to, review the character of the lumber-inanufacturing
industry in Washington and Oregon in its relation to cedar-lumber production.

In the Pacific Northwest the lumber industry is, to some extent, organized in
three distinet divisions: Timber owning., logging, and manufacture. In no
ohase of it should this distinction be more clearly kept in mind than in the case
of cedar products. Cedar does not grow separately but in a mixture with the
predominating species of the coast, such as fir, hemlock, and, in places, spruce.
Cedar is, therefore, not logged separately, but as an incident to the logging of
fir and other species. Consequently, there has been a tendency for the manu-
facturer of cedar products to hecome specialized in the hands of distinet organi-
zations. While this is not always the case, it is very common to tind the log-
buying mill purchasing cedar logs only for the manufacture of cedar lumber and
shingles. The bulk of cedar lumber in Washington is produced Ly mills which
not only manufacture cedar lumbher but ship cedar logs to the Oiient and manu-
facturc shingles fromn the low-grade small logs. An economic study cf the con-
dition of the cedar-lumber industry can not, therefore, be entirely divorced from
that of shingles in particular and of the whole cedar situation in general.

It will be the purpose of this brief to point out the fact that cedar lumber is no
more cntitled to a protective tariffi than any other softwood Jumber manufac-
tured in the United States and in fact that it occupies a highly J)refcrred nosition
in the lumber industry of the Pacific Northwest, both as regards price of stumnp-
age, the volume of competition which it must meet, and the price which the
lumber brings in the market. .

Cedar lumber is distinctive in character and such direct con:petition as it has
comes largely from redwood in California and to a limited extent from pine and
cypress. All of these woods are extensively used for siding or claphoards, and the
coinpetition from British Columbia cedar is, therefore, a very minor factor as
will be readily seen from the volume of Canadian imports.

With this preliminary survey of the character of the industry, we may turn to
a more detailed consideration of the condition of the domestic cedar industry in
relation to British Columbia cedar; considering first the volume of imports from
that source during the past few years; the cost of raw material in the two regions;
the cost of production and wage scales; the differences in the character of the
industry of British Columbia and Washington and Oregon; market prices on
cedar lumber in its relation to principal competing products and in relatioh to its
stumpage value; the advantages enjoyed by the domestic industry as compared
with British Columbia; the effect of a tariff on depnletion of the forest resources of
Washington and Oregon, as far as cedar is concerned; and the effect of a tariff
on the consunier as well as the trend of the market prices during the past years.

STUMPAGE AND LOG COSTS OF CEDAR

It is interesting to note that in the sales of stumpage which have taken place
recently on the west coast no distinction is made in stumpage value as between
cedar and Douglas fir. For example, a tract on the Quiniault Indian Reservation
now advertised for sale, carries both fir and cedar stampage at $3 per thousand
feet; but on the other hand, cedar logs have been commanding considerably
higher prices than fir logs, and, in turn, cedar lumber has sold at prices very
materially above those of fir. The logger is therefore not only not in need of
tariff protection on cedar but is not eantitled to it.
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CEDAR-LUMBER IMPORTS

Proponents of the tariff on red-cedar lumber stated that the imports in 1927
were 57,820.000 feet and for the first 11 months of 1928 werc 63,617,000 fect.
The actual figures as compiled by the Department of Commerce in 1928 show
imports of 45,049,000 feet, a decrease of 12,771,000 feet. or 21 per cent as com-
parcd with the yvear 1927. It will be scen from these figures that the volume of
cedar-lumber imperts is not large, although it constitutes a fairly considerable
percentage of the produetion of cedar lumber in Oregon and Washington which is,
in round figures, 250,000,000 feet.  To arrive at a proper comparison of imports,
however, in their effeet on the industry, they should be compared not with the
cedar Jumber of Washington and Oregon alone, but with that of redwood as
well, which is a comparable and competitive wood and which is manufactured
extensively into siding and finish that competes directly with red cedar. Red-
wood production in 1925 totaled 490,000,000 feet, so that taken in connection
with baoth the produetion of redwood and ced®r in the United States, the imports
from Canada constitute less than 7 per cent of the domestiec production.

RAW MATERIAL COSTS

Much has been said of the lower cost of raw material to the Canadian manu-
facturer, but this has not been substantiated. On the contrary, it has been
shown that cedar logs which constitute raw material in t.oth countries are, on
the basis of the same unit ¢f measure, closely comparable i:. price on both sides
of the internaticnal boundary. Straight price quotation ccinparisons are diffi-
cult, due to the difference in scaling (measuring) methods prevailing in the two
countries. It has heen demonstrated again and again that the Canadian log
scale gives a higher footage than the scale prevailing on Puget Sound and the
American side. In other words, a thousand feet of logs as measured in Wash-
ington will eut out as much as 20 per eent more lumber than a thousand feet
of logs as measured in Canada. An exhibit accompanying the cedar lumber
brief filed with the Ways and Means Committee of the House shows that on 34
rafts of logs which were sealed (measured) in British Columbia and subse-
quently sealed in Washington the average difference was 14.7 per cent; the
Washington log seaie being that much lower than the British Columbia scale.
There is also a difference in grades on the two sides of the line, so that exact
comparisons of material costs are difficult to obtain. As a general proposition,
however, within the limits of difference in scale and grade, there is a natural
tendeney toward an equalization of lo% Prices on the Puget Sound market,
whether the logs be in Canada or in Washington. There will be variation
from time to time, depending on loeal log supply. For example, at the present
time cedar shingle logs are higher in British Columbia than they are in the
United States.

The present list price of shingle logs in Puget Sound is $21 per thousand. In
British Columbia a No. 2 log is 820 per thousand. In comparing these prices,
however, it must he borne in mind that the British Columbia log scale is 14.7
per cent higher than that of Puget Sound. In other words, a British Columbia
manufacturer of eedar shingles buying his logs on the open market, actualiy
received only 853 feet board measure for $20, while the Puget Sound manufac-
turer gets a full 1,000 fect for 821.

If wo compare the present-day price on cedar lumber logs, we find there is a
variation not only in amount of timher estimated in a log as between British
Columbia and Puget Sound, on the aforementioned basis, but the grade rule
for thix eluss of log is of a cousiderably higher standard in Puget Sound than in
Britixl. Cohumbiz.  In British Columbia cedar logs down to a 20-inch top diameter
are admitted into the No. 1 grade, while in Paget Sound only logs 26-inch top
diameter and over are admitted. Tt will bhe easily seen from this that the Puget
Sound manufacturer obtains muel higher gede lumber logs than his British
Columbia competitor does in the so-called British Columbia No. 1 cedar log.
Thesc variations in scale and grade easily offsct the apparent difference in list
prices in the two regions.

Wage sehedules in the two regions are practically identieal, so it is absolutely
crroncons to say that there is any material difference botween the production
costs of the two countries.

Unfortunately, no figures are available on the actual costs, outside of logs, on
the two sides of the line. The United States Tariff Commission, in its investiga-
tion of the shingle industry (report of March 2, 1927), went very exhanstively
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into the costs and wages in British Columbia and in Washington and Oregon.
Its findings were that costs were generally higher in British Columbia; that wage
scales were very similar between the two countries. The same proposition
would hold good in the manufacture of cedar lumber, as practically the same
companies investigated by the Tariff Commission are thc ones engaged in the
manufacture of this product, and the wage scales and costs from a comparative
standpoint do not differ in any important degree from what is found to be the
case with shingles.
PRICES

No evidence has been introduced that would irlicate that Canadian cedar
lumber is sold for anything less than the prices made by the manufacturers in
Oregon and Washington. In fact, so far as we know, no charge has been made
to that effect. In this connection, note below comparison of published price
lists of two producers of cedar lumber, one located in Canada and the other in
the United States, covering prices prevailing during the month of May, 1929,
on items that include quite a large proportion of cedar lumber production.
‘There has here also been added the prices prevailing for identical items in redwood.

May prices on cedar and redwood Liember

Seattle Capilano Redwaond
Colar  Gbibiso Geduoo

l‘“('.?)?er Co. o,
3{ hy 12” bungalow siding, clear, V(1. ..o iaveiaccrciecacacanancacaces 65,09 305,00 $5.90
3{ by 8’ bungalow siding, clear, VG . ..oo i iiniacnicaaacnaaes 47,00 47.00 31.75
3 by 12" bungalow siding, Ave.,, M. ceeeceurrnecccacaccaconnaccoannen (71N || IO eeeeeserancnen
by 8’7 bungalow siding, Ave.,, MG ... ... raicirraocciacaccrancencncans 4200 ..oa...... e cesacene
Bevel siding 6-inch, clear, VQ.. .- 35.00 35,00 23,40
Bevel siding 6-inch, A. .. . 32.00 32,00 >0
Bevel siding, 6-inch, B... vee 2100 $4.00 21.00
1 by 6" Cleal fiNiSP.ceaecnenniencicicinrecnimacnscsiccaccnscacacncononcas 60, 0 o), 00 Er i)
T by 127 clear finish e e iacccarcctcccaarccccccasareconnosanna 80, 0U ~L ) 63, 00

1V by 127 clear finish. cve e iiiaricaccccciecatacac i icsncaaianaaan 90,00 W) 70.50

It will be seen from this table that prices are identical hetween the cedar
lumber producers on both sides of the line, but that redwood prices are decidedly
lower than red cedar prices on comparabfe items. Consequently, it can not be
said that the prices inade by Canadian manufacturers are in any way detri-
mental to the red cedar industry, but rather that redwood is a more serious
compeiitor in view of the fact that the tables show very high prices prevailing
for red cedar as compared with redwood, yet redwood manufacturers have not
appeared asking for a tariff. Cedar lumber has consistently commanded a
much higher price than has Douglas fir, which is our greatest stable building
lumber, and which, on the average, according to figures of the West Coast Luin-
bermen’s Association, realized $20.21 in 1927 and $19.53 in 1928. This point is
one cf great importance in any discussion of & tariff on cedar lumber; while exact
figures are not available, it may be readily deduced from market prices on various
cedar items that the average price prevailing for red cedar is greatly in excess of
$30. Morcover, it should be borne in mind that the prices quoted for cedar are
on the basis of stock which is mostly one-half inch and five-eigh “s inch in thick-
ness. Granting that it costs more to manufacture cedar, allowing for waste and
time, 85 to $6 a thousand would be a liberal allowance for the additional manu-
facturing cost, and with a difference of $10 to $20 on the thousand average selling
price, it can be readily seen that cedar lumber nets the manufacturer a great deal
more than most other softwoods.

Instead of the British Columbia manufacturer having an advantage in market-
ing his product either in the form of raw material costs or any other competitive
advantage, the facts are that the advantage rests with the producer in Washing-
ton and Oregon, because he enjoys an excellent and rapidly growing local market
for short lengths and the lower grades of siding and cedar lumber. British
Columbia manufacturers are barred from this market by disproportionate trans-

ortation costs. This local market for its lower grade gives the Washington and
regon manufacturers a distinct advantage when competing with other similar
waoods in the markets of the United States.




WO0OD AND MANUFACTURES OF 75

As has been mentioned, cedar is manufactured very extensively into various
types of siding and clapboards as well as into interior finish, boat stock, and
other specialtics. Owing to its peculiar physical properties it finds very little
competition with other woods in these fields, and competing woods are not pro-
duced in large quantities as a rule. Mention has been made of California red-
wood, which is also used in the siding field, and of pine from the Northwest,
which enters to some extent the siding field. The volume of this competition,
owing to limitation of supplies, is comparatively small.

DEPLETION

No discussion of a tariff on cedar humber would be complete without taking
into consideration the future supply of this wood in Washington and Oregon.
Tables and figures produced in the shingle brief filed with the Ways and Means
Commiittee and in the cedar-lumber brief show conclusively that the end of the
cedar-timber supply in Washington is already in sight. Figures quoted by
State Forester Joy, of Washingtun, and W. H. Gibbons, of the United States
Forest Service, show that the remaining stand of cedar in Washington in private
ownership is only 16,910,000,000 fect, and that this is being depleted ut the rate
of 1,173,000,000 feet per yvear, even making allowance for the imports of cedar
logs from British Columbia. At this rate it is obvious that there is only 1§
vears’ supply in private ownership, and in many localitics another five years
will sce a shortage of cedar for manufacture. Cedar is also being exported in
the form of logs to a very considerable degree, which adds considerably to the
rapidity of depletion of our domestic supply. Should the 25 per cent ad valorem
duty stand, this depletion would be greatly accelerated. It is only the part of
common sense to avail ourselves of the relatively small amount of cedar lumber
imported annually, as it by just that much extends the life of our own supply.

THE EFFECT ON THE CONSUMER

The 25 per cent ad valorem tariff on cedar lumber will mean an average price
advance of 88 Lo $20 per thousand feet, which would be considerably augmented
by the time it reached the consumer. In view of the fact that the cedar lumber
industry occupics alrcady an advantageous position, that the price that it reccives
for its product is very high in contrast with other commercial softwoods of the
United States, and in view of the fact that on a higher priced commodity of
this form, a 25 per cent ad valorem duty would be equivalent to a complete
exclusion of the foreign source of supply, i1t seems obvious that it is most unfair
to the consumer to place any duty upon this product. Furthermore, to protect
an industry which alrcady obtains such a high price for its product appears to
be wholly unwarranted and will merely swell unduly the profits of the manu-
facturer, and eventually place a fictitious price upon the remaining cedar stump-
age which is held by a comparatively few. It is also interesting to note in this
connection that in a period of the Iast year, in fact almost since the question
of a tariff came up for consideration, prices of cedar products have advanced

materially.

Substantial increase in cedar lumber prices in last 16 months

{Jan. 1, 1028, . May 1, 1929, Increase in
, mill price ' mill price | mill price

1
! Per cent
6-inch clear siding ol $27 : $35 30

4-inch clear siding : P 20
14-inch by 8-inch bungalov ' 33 39 18
3i-inch by S-inch bungalow SidinNR. ... eeeaeeeuniiiiraainiaiaaaas 40 : 47 17
3¢-inch by 10-inch bungalow siding.. . ..ccenoormominaaacaoanaaas ) 50 . 56 12

It will be seen from this table that cedar lumber prices have already advanced
from 12 to 30 per cent on various items. To add on top of this a 25 per cent
ad valorem duty would be pyramiding prices to the consumer to an appalling
degree. Another notewoerthy fact is the risec in this same period of cedar log

rices: Shingle logs have risen from $17 to $21 per thousand while lumber logs
ave advanced from $26 to $35. As has been stated, cedar lumber manufacture
is largely carried on by log-buying mills. Even werc these mills given a protective

y | |



76 ‘CARIPF ACT OF 1929

tariff and the price of their produet advanced accordingly, there is grave room for
doubt as to whether it would profit these mills at all. The simultaneous advance
of log prices is indicative of this. Most if not all the increase would be absorbed
by the loggers who are comparatively few in number and far better organized.
As has been shown in the record, these loggers have heen making very high profits
and the effect of a tariff would be to tremendously increase these profits.

Cedar stumpage is in the hands of a comparatively few holders. And these
big timber owners would get the lion’s share of the tariff increase. Such a situa-
tion would be still further aggravated by the imposition of a tariff against
Canadian logs, which would make it that much easier for the logger and timLer
owner to squeeze the-tog-huying mill. Inshort a proper understanding of the eco-
nomie conditions of the industry in Washington and Oregon makes it obvious
that a tariff will merely make wealthier a handful of large timber owners through
rapid increase in stumpage values.

CONCLUSION

Finally, it is difficult to concecive of any item on the luraber list lcss entitled
to a protective tariff than cedar lumber. ~ As has been pointed out, the volume
of competition from Canada is almost negligible. This wood in the form of
lumber is produced only¥ to a limited extent in this country and enjoys a wide
spread and ready market for its product and meets with such limited competi-
tion at home that it occupies a preferred position in the lumber world. Itis a
valuable house building material used very largely for farm buildings and dwell-
ings, and to erect a tariff barrier against the Canadian product would mercly
hasten the day when we would have to go to Canada for our entire supply. No
argument of any weight or niomnent has been advanced why cedar lumber should
have a protective tariff and no supporting data concerning production costs has
been brought forth by the proponents of such a tariff. In view of the over-
whelming array of facts against this tariff it is submitted that the proposed 25

er cent ad valorem duty should be removed and cedar lumber restored to the
ree list, where it belongs.,

Respectfullv submitted.

J. H. Bloedel, president Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Mills, Seattle,
Wash., on behalf of Winton Lumber Co., Gibbs, Idaho; Me-
Goldrick Lumber Co., Spokane, Wash.; Shevlin-Carpenter &
Clarke Co., Minneapolis, Minn.; Kirby Lumber Co., Houston,
Tex.; McCloud River Lumber éo., McCloud, Calif.; Yawkey-
Bissel Lumber Co., White Lake, Wis.; Silver Falls Timber Co.,
Siiver Falls, Oreg.; Pollys Lumber Co., Missoula, Mont.;
Brooks-Seéanton Lumber Co., Bend, Oreg.; J. Neils Lumber Co,,
Klickitat, Wash.; W. C. Geddes, vice president Craig Mountain
Lumber Co., Winchester, Idaho.

SuprpLEMENTAL Brier ofF J. il. BLoEDEL, BLOEDEL-DoNOVAN SAwMILLS

Mr. Edwards appeared before the subcommittee on the wood schedule and
depicted once more the distressed condition of the cedar industry. This argu-
ment is so unsupported by any definite facts that it can not be given weight in
any discussion of the tariff on shingles. Mr. Edwards states that it has been so
thoroughly advertised that this seems to be unnecessary.

There is no question that this picture of the industry has heen widely adver-
tised and such facts as the decrease in production of shingles in Washington and
Oregon, growth of production in British Columbig, as well as the disappcarance
of many small shingle mills, have again and again been brougat forth as evidence
of the depressed condition of the industry. The causes for the decrease in pro-
duction have been fully covered in the record hefore the Ways and Means Com-
;:littce and the Senate Finance Committee and should not occupy further attention

ere.

The question of the depression of the industry as a whole is not entirely
essential to a discussion of the tariff unless it can be proved, first, that it exists,
and secondly, that its existence is due to foreign competition. We feel that its
existence has never been proved. '/ 1ere are many facts to disprove it such as
the present relatively high price of chingles, the increase in the average produc-
tion per shingle mill in Washington and Oregon, the increased production over a
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eriod of years of & very large number of individual firms and the fact that the
arger firms, with their sources of supply in way of timter and logs, have been
generally prosperous.

It has also been pointed out that the lack of prosperity among log-buying
shingle mills is largely due to the fact that increases in the price of shingles or im-
provements of demand are veflected in a higher price for cedar logs, and that these
shingle ills are so much at the inercy of the logger that in many instances it is
impossible for them to prosper. That is a fact that can not be overemphasized
because it is an internal condition in the make-up of the industry, and can not, in
any way, be related to the question of a tariff on shingles.

I'he record shows that the shingle mitls of Washington and Oregon produce low-
grade shingles largely, which compete directlv with composition roofing and are
also discriminated against by many fire ordinances. This has so limited the
market for these shingles that it is possible for the shingle business to be depressed
as far as mills producing largely low-grade shingles are concerned, while mills in
British Coluinbia or Washington and Oregon that produce high-grade shingles
may be enjoving prosperity. It has also been shown again and again that the
competition between the high-grade shingle of British Columbia and the low-
grade shingles which constitute the bulk of production of Washington and Oregon
is nonexistent. Consumers conscious of the difference hetween the various grades
of shingles, appreciating the merits of the high-grade shingles, demand these, and
lacking these shingles they turn to other high-grade roofing materials,

Mr. Edwards further states that the shingle industry is handicapped by the
import duty on logs coming in from British Columbia. To this we thoroughly
agree and would point out that Mr. Edwards really argues very soundly for free
logs. One of the helpful things that the Government can do for the shingle in-
fiustry is to give it a free log market in Puget Sound for British Columbia cedar
ogs. .

Mr. Edwards then procceds to the oriental labor hallucination. but the chair-
man of the subcommittece on the wood schedule has so effectively disposed of this,
and it has been so rep:catedly shown in briefs that it has no bearing on the tariff
problem that we do nou feel further comment is nceessary.

Mr. Edwards describes the bankruptey of mills in the shingle industry and
refers to the high percentage of mills that have gone out of business. While it is
not made clear by Mr. Edwards’s testimony, it appears that he includes in his
list of mills those that have burned down, been absorbed, or consolidated with
others, and some that have changed hands; there is reason also to helieve that
he includes mills that Lave ceased nroduction through exhaustion of their supply
of cedar timber. However that may be, the significant fact remains that the
average production per shingle mill in Washington and Oregon has increased
122 per cent, a very striking fact that indicates that the small log-buying mill has
not found it possible tn compete with the Yarger and more cfficient operations for
the supply of cedar logs availahle for shingle manufacture in Puget Sound. It
might not be out of place at this point to again emphasize the fact that competi-
tion for cedar shingle logs has become increasingly intense and that frequent
shortages have resulted in bidding up shingle loz prices to a point where the log
buying mill has found it difficult to obtain an adequate supply and then only, at
a price which effcctively removed any possibility of the shingle manufacturer
making a profit.

Mr. Edwards further on in his statement admits that exhaustion of the cedar
supply has forced many interior mills out of bhusiness and that the log situation
on Puget Sound is so unfavorable as to make the establishment of their mills on
the Sound futile. With this statement we are in entire accord.

Mr. Edwards makes the surprising reiteration of his statement before the
Ways and Means Committee that costs are higher in Oregon and Washington
than in British Columbia. We are not able to understand the frame of mind
that will persist in making this statement unsupported by anything but the
vaguest discourses on log scaling in face of the thorough cost investigation made
by the United States Tariff Commission which showed clearly that costs are
uniformly higher in British Columbia than in Washington and Oregon. We do
not wish further to encumber the record by repeating the figures which are of
the Tariff’s Commission’s report which have been quoted and digested in the
briefs filed before the Ways and Means Committee. '

We think that Mr. Edwards’s admission of the higher prices obtained for British
Columbia shingles should he corrected to the extent that he describes this as of
recent origin.  While he admits that such is the case now, he implies it has not
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always been so and particularly refers to the grade of ‘““clears.’”” This grade is
not imported from British Columbia at all, or if so, to a negligible extent, which
fact is thoroughly established in the Tariff Commission’s report. The question
of comparative shingle prices for domestio and British Columbia shingles was
thoroughly analyzed by the Tariff Commission which definitely concluded that
the imported shingles always sell at higher prices.

Mr. Edwards’s frank tribute to the merchandising methads of British Columbia
shingle mills is no more than just, but is certainly no cause for a tariff, as the
tariff is not an instrument for equalizing merchandising ability. It would seem
fairly evident thet an attempt to increase the sale of an inferior product or to
bolster up inefficient merchandicing of the same product by a tariff must fall of
its own weight. The competition from substitute materials would effectively
prevent the tariff from in any way aiding the industry.

Mr. Edwards’s answer to a question of the sube::..imittee is that he does not
fear competition of cowmposition roofings and again i:aplies lower costs of pro-
duction in British Columbia shingles. In view of the fact that the shingle in-
dustry itself has repeatedly complained of substitute roofing competition, and
at times has cndeavored to combat it, his first statement is hardly worth com-
menting upon. The same applies to the 20 per cent difference in costs which is
so far from proven facts that it is almost inconceivable that Mr., Edwards can
believe this himself. His statement as to what the 25 per cent ad valorem duty
means in dollars and cents is also absurd. The cheapest grade of shingles im-
ported from Birtish Columbia in any quantity is the 5-X shingle, whick: to-day
is selling at the mills for $4.25 per thousand. A 25 per cent ad valorem duty
woutld mean a duty of $1.08 which the testimony of other witnesses has shown
would be prohibitive and effectively exclude importations of some of the higher
grade of shingles and the duty would be correspondingiy higher. To talk about 12
cents and 14 cents indicates a complete lack of knowledge of the actual conditions.
In this question of costs it is not necessary to rely on the statement of any
interested witness, as the Tariff Commission has so conclusively shown that costs
are higher in British Columbia that to add a 25 per cent ad valorem duty to
costs that are already higher makes it self-evident that such a duty wovld be
prohibitive.

Mr. Edwards’s testimony with regard to the variations in the scale beiween
British Columbia and Puget Sound is so hopelessly confused that it is difficult to
comnment upon it. It has been proven conclusively that the British Columbia
scale varies, according to the report of the Tariff Commission on the red-cedar
shingle industry, from § to 15 per ceut higher than that of Puget Ssund. The
actual difference in the 34 rafts mentioned by him was 14.7 per cent ‘v favor of
the domestic log buyer. There is no gainsaying these figures and Mr. Edwards
in attempting to do so has merely presented a statement which offers no light
whatsoever upon the subject.

In his attempt to discuss scaling Mr. Edwards elaims that British Columbia
shingle mills obtain a cut of 10,000 shingles per 1,000 fect of log, as against the
same cut of Washington and Oregon. Fortunetely unbiased expert information
is also available on this point in the report of the Tariff Commission. This
report states, on page 49, that the average number of shingles produced from
1,000 feet of logs in 1925 was 9,900 of the Washington and Oregon mills an:]
only 7,750, or 22 per cent less, in the British Columbia mills. The Tariff Com-
mission’s investigation covered a large number of mills in both regions.

Mr. Edwards in his comments on the cffect on the farmer is not sufficiently
lucid to be answered in full. It is worthy of note, however, that he here con-
fesses that he thinks a 25 per cent ad valorem tariff will exclude Canadian shingles
and thercby give the market to American producers. Previously Mr. Fdwards
testified that it would not exclude Canadian shingles.

Mr. Edwards, in his concluding testimony, questioned the costs of shingle
manufacture ohtained by Mr. Bloedel and implied that it was probably due to
the charging up of the logs at a lower figure than the market pric.. This brings
out a very interesting point. The Tariff Commission in its report on the shingle
industry brings the fact out very clearly that many shingle nills in buying logs
buy not only shingle logs but select the better grade of shingle logs for cedar
lumber manufacture, consequently, while they may Pay the market price for
shingle logs, actually they use the poorer cnd of the log for shingles, and they
should charge them up at less than average cost.

Summing up the testimony of Mr. Edwards before the committee, he has
brought forth nothing new, nor has he substantiated by facts any arguments
for a tariff. It is really amazing that any one should appear asking for a tariff
so little fortified with the actual conditions surrounding his industry. May we,
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in conclusion, therefore, reiterate certain basic facts Hertaining to this industry,
which in our judgment more than answer any of the arguments produced by
Mr. Edwards?

1, The Tariff Commission obtained actual costs from 27 straight shingle mitls
in Washington and Oregon and 7 combination cedar lumber and shingle mills,
and also obtained costs from the books of 15 straight shingle mills and 5 combina-
tion mills in British Columbia and found that the average cost of shingle manufae-
ture was 51.2 cents higher in British Columbia than in Washington and Oregon.
including in the cost, interest, and selling expense.

2, It also found that on every one of the imported grades of shingles the costs
were higher, grade for grade, in British Columbia than in Washington and Ore-
gon. Mr. Edwards has certainly brought no figures to the committee which
would in any way impair or throw doubt on the figures of the Tariff Commission.
Mr. Edwards has admitted and we reiterate it once more, that British Columbia
shingles sell for more money, grade for grade, in the American market, than do
Washington and Oregon shingles. Ve are appending hereto a current price list
from British Columbia and American mills.

3. All of the evidence before the Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee fully demonstrates that were British Columbie shingles ex-
cluded by a 25 per cent ad valorem tariff, the Washington and Oregon mills would
not be able to supgly the demand for high-grade shingles.

If it is true, as dlr. Edwards would have you believe, that actual competition
exists between Washington and Oregon shingles and those of British Columbia,
why, may we ask, has not the industry in Washington and Orcgon attemy:ted to
meet this competition by producing a larger percentage of better shingles?

Furthermore, if the industry, under the stimulation of this so-called competi-
tion has not done so, what reason is there to believe that they will do so when the
competition is removed, particularly in view of the fact that it has heen shown
again and again that they are producing these grades at less cost than British
Columbia. Mr. Edwards concedes tetter merchandising methods to the British
Collfi‘mbia manufacturers but surely they should not be penalized for that by a
tariff.

Mr. Bratlie in Lis appearance hefore the subcommittee on the wood sehedule,
stated that be was appearing on hehalf of cedar lumber.  If we execept his opening
remarks, however, Mr. Bratlie confined Lis statement largely to shingles. As a
great deal of Mr. Bratlie's testimony is along the general line covered by Mr.
Edwards, no detailed answer is needed here.

He makes the usual statement about costs being higher in Canada than in
Washington and Oregon and bases the need for protection on that claim. Asis
usual also, he fails to substantiate this statement with any real comparative cost
information. He contends that it is impossible to segregate the cost of produc-
ing cedar lumber from the cost of producing shingles in mills where both are pro-
duced and his contention is probably true to the extent that many of the com-
bination mills do not keep their costs segregated.  That it can not be done is of
course not true since the Tariff Cotamission contrary to Mr. Bratlie’s statement
did actually make such a scgregation, which is evidenced in its report on the
shingle industry,

Mr. Bratlie also betrays a lack of knowledge of modern accounting methods
and it is fair to assume that his attitude toward costs is somewhat typical of
many shingle manufacturers and that it is perhaps, one of the reasens why they
do not fully grasp the problems of their industry.

Mr. Bratlic refers in one place to a 13 per cent difference in cost between Oregon
and Washington and British Columbia. His statement is rather vague, but
analyzed it sccms to come down to this—that if he were to manufacture a high-
grade shingle it would increase his consumption of raw material approximately
13 per cent. That because of that fact he nceds a protective tariff in order to
manufacture high-grade shingles. Of course, he overlanks the fact that the
British Columbia manufacturer actually uses this additional 13 per eent and that
his costs are higher grade for grade than the cost of producing high-grade shingles
in Washington and Oregon. ]

Mr. Bratlie's testimony shows a lack of familiarity with the Puget Sound log
market and with log importations. It should be pointer out that although he
operates a log-buying mill, his market for logs is on the Columbia River and that
consequentiy a tariff on British Columbia cedar logs will have no cffect on his
log supply as far as his own operation is concerned. He should have brought
out the fzct, however, that cedar lumber logs, which is the highest grade of cedar
logs, are already sclling for $335 per thousand as compared with 826 per thousand
for the highest grade of Douglas fir logs. Since both are logg:d in the same
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operation and at the same logging cost, and since cedar stumpage Las so far heen
sold pretty much on a parity with that of Douglas fir, this is a very pertinent fact.
It shows, first, that the cedar-lumber market must he extremely strong and that
cedar lumber must bring high prices otherwise the log-buying mills would not he
able to pay this price at all and remain in the business. It is also indicative of
the growing scarcity of eedar logs that the advances during the last six months
in the prices of cedar shingle logs shows the same scareity in this direction.

Mr. Bratlie does describe cedar lumber as a very high grade product, although
he does not bring out the fact that it is the highest-priced softwood manufactured
and sold in the west coast region. He does tell you that cedar lumber occupies
a preferred position from a competitive standpoint on account of its distinetive
character and limited production together with its wide market.

Mr. Bratlie's figures on the relation of imports to domestic produetion should
be corrected. He states that British Columbia exports constituted one-third of
the entire production of Washington and Oregon. Actuai figures of imports of
cedar lumber from the Department of Commesce are that about 56,000,000 fect
were imported in 1927 and 1928, 45,049,000 feet. The best available figures
indieate that the production of cedar lumber in Washington and Oregon is about
250,000,000 feet annually. Consequently the imports last year were less than
20 per cent of the domestic production. It is also misleading to say that British
Columbia cedar is the only competitor for cedar lumber. There is 2 more or
Jess direct competition between red cedar and the redwood of California, which
is also manufactured into siding of a type and character very similar to cedar.
It is also interesting to note that cedar outselle the redwood in price, grade for

rade.

Mr. Bratlie fails to also make clear in any way why lumber that brings such
high prices as cedar siding does should be in need of a tariff. Mr, Bratlie's
venture into the subject of depletion is rather unsound. He apparently fails to
grasp the fact that while the output of cedar is dependent on the output of fir
becanse it is never logged separately, that it is none the less being rapidly depleted
and that one of the ailments from which the cedar-lumber industry and shingle
industry suffers is the growing scarcity of cedar logs. This latter is caused by
the decreased percentage in the standing timber which is being logged and has
resulted in increasingly high prices on logs to cedar-shingle mills on both shingle
logs and lumber logs where mills arec dependent on the log market for their
supplr. We can not emphasize too often that this is the true ceonomic situation
which prevents profits for many shingle and cedar-lumber mills.

Mr. Bratlie refers at considerable length to the Japanese tariff against Doug-
las fir from the west coast and scems to wish to convey the idea that the Japanese
tariff is a Japanese conservation measure in the interest of growing titnber at
home. As a matter of actual fact, the tariff on imports from the United States
and Canada were imposed by the Japanese Government through influences of
large interests in Japan who have heavily invested in Siberian timber. This
Siberian timber and hunber is given preferred rating on imports as against
North American lumber. This is the real reason why Japan has recently in-
creaserd her import duties on lumber coming from this country and is not a
matter oi conservation.

Mr. Bratlie remarks on trade balances and quotes figures on the tourist trade.
Such figures are nothing but guesswork. but regardless of that, Mr. Bratlic’s
discussion of trade balances is not such as to require any answer.

In conelusion we would point out that Mr. Bratlie’s testimony contains no
facts or information on which your committee can base a tariff on cedar lumber
or shingles,

Mr. Bergstrom's testimony is larecly an assent to that of Mr. Edwards and
Mr, Bratlie. There is one point, however, to which he refers that should be
answererk.  Mr. Bergstrom calls attention to the Bloedel-Donovan Lnmber
Mills shingle plant shutdown at a time when their mill in British Columbia was
running. This is correct in part. The facts are that owing to the scarcity of
shingle logs in the Puget Sound market, shingle logs had advanced to a price
where Mr. Bloedel found it far more profitable to sell the logs rather than manu-
facture them. This is a striking illustration of our contention that the trouble
with the shingle industry is very largely due to the fact that the log-Luying
shingle mill can not make money because the logger ahsorbs the profit.  More-
over, as there is a tendeney for cedar timber to hecome less in proportion to the
rest of the standing timber, the tendency toward a shortage of cedar logs in the
Puget Sound market is on the increase, consequently nothing could he more
absurd than for the log-buying shingle mills to appear before your committice
and advocate a tariff on cedar logs imported from British Columbia.

I
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What little hope of salvation there is for the log-buyving shingle mills lics in
the duty-free Canadian logs on the Puget Sound market with fair log prices and
the production of & high-grade shingle which can successfully compete against
the many substitute roofing materials which are produced in this country.

In closing, we can not forbear to add that it is probable that in no industry
is Congress hetter fortified with impartial and unbiased facts than it is on the
shingle industry. It has a thorough and exhaustive report covering production
costs. prices, competition, and other pertinent facts based on actual records of
mills pro:lucing a large portion of the total production, sent to the President
with the unanimous approval of the Tariff Commission. Not one scintilla of
evidence which in any way modifies the commission’s findings of fact has been
brought forth in the hearings.

Finally, these facts point conelusively to higher costs and higher prices for the
British Columbia shingles. To our knowledge, Congress has never kunowingly
imposed a tariff on foreign products on the face of such faets,

Comparative shingle prices, British Columbin and Washington, May 31, 1929

} ! |
Rel-cedar shingles . Wash- British | Red-cedar shingles I Wash- : Dritish
(1,000 pack) ! jngton |Columbia’ (1,000 pack) : ington [Columbhia
1 H H
No.1 Boyals, 4/2, 24 inches_..1 $11.50 $12.25 § No. 2 Perfections, 521, 18 !
Perfertions, 5214, 18 inches.._| 5,00 525 0 dnches. .. .ooeaieoeo... i
Eurekas, 52, 1Sinches ... 4. 00 5.05 't 10-inch clears, 52, M inches. .|
XXXXNX, &2, 16incles...... 4.0 4.25 | Choice A’'s, 5/2, 16 inches. . ....
Al dears, 52, 16 inches .. ... 325 |....... wee | Comrmon A's, 6/2, 16 inchies._ L238
Eatra clears, 52, i inches. ... 300 1. ...... XXX 62, 160n0ekes. oo ...
Eatra A's, 6.2, 16inches... ... AT 3 1 & by 16 inch dimension, 5/2, !
Dimensions 5 tnchies and 6 16 invhes oo ceeiicnneaaa.. eeecetnane 5.25
inches, 52, 16 inches..o.... 375 .. . | 6 by Iyinch dirvmension, 5214, . 4
18 inches..... cecnee cemacaans eececsnens : 6.25

]

Capilano Timber Co. (Ltd.), North Vancouver, !rizish Columbia; Clough-Hartley Co., Everett, Wazh.

SHINGLE MILLS IN BRITISH COLUMBIA WHICH HAVE FAILED SINCE JANUARY 1, 1919
(Partial list taken from Dun’s report)

Mission Shingle Co., South Vaneouver Shingle Co., Vedder River Skingle Co.,
Smith & Tait Shingle Co., Spirling Lumber & Shingle Co., F. Spirling Shingle Co.,
Dominion Shingle & Cedar Co., Premium Shingle Co. (Ltd.), Valley Mills (Ltd.),
Whonoock Shingle Co., Stillwater Lumber & Shingle Co., Green Bay Shingle
Milis, Churehill & Sons Shingle Co., Gilroy Shingle Co., Standard Shingle Co.,
Shull Lumber & Shingle Co., Rainhbow Shingle Co., Capital Shingle Co., Coast
Shingle Co., Portalberni Canal Shingle Co., Lions Shingle Mill, Canada Shingle
Co., Frog Lake Shingle Co. o S

SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEP oF J. H. BLOEDEL, BLOEDEL-DONOVAN SAWMILLS

Mr. Irving's oral testimony is interesting but contains no facts or figures in
support of his contention that a duty of $1 per thousand on logs entering Puget
Sound from Canada is justifiable or necessary. We do not therefore, propose
to counuent on his testiinony except in the following particulars.

First, Mr. Irving infers that beeause Puget Sound loggers contemplate closing
down their operations on July 1, and were closed down for several weeks in the
early patrt of 1929 and alsc during July 1928, these shutdowns were necessitated
through competition with Canadian logs in the domestic market. The simple
fact is that camps close down in July for the purpose of giving employees the
usual summer holiday and also to permit reconditioning logging equipment.
This hapuens every year and it is an established policy among operators in the
logging industry in the coastai regions of the Pacific Northwest. ‘The suspension
of operations in January this year, was due entirely to abnorinal weather condi-
tions. The Pacific Nerthwest experienced a very unusual winter and practically
all camps found it impossible to operate on account of the extreme cold and
unusually deep snowfall.

Second. Mr. Irving appears to fear large increases in imports of logs from
British Columbia to Puget Sound in the near future and states that there are in
Canadian waters at the present time, logs eimounting to 500,000,000 feet. His
fears are entirely g-oundless. An actual physical inventory of logs in the water
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taken by officers of the British Columnbia Forest Service between June 12 and
June 21, found that there were 360,000,000 feet of logs in British Columbia
waters. This represents less than two months supply for British Columbia mills
and is actually less than a normal quantity for this time of year. It is insuffi-
cient to carry British Columbia sawmills over the customary midsummer shut-
down of logging camps. It is obvious therefore, that there is little possibility of
an increase in exports.

Third, Mr. Irving's description of logging conditions and the accessibility of
timber in Washington and British Columbia, while it is interesting, is not based on
fact. It is true that British Columbia commenced exploiting her timber some
years later than log operations began in Puget Sound, but her position with regard
to water-front timber is very similar to that of Washington. At least 73 per cent
of the timber logged in the Vancouver forest distriet, which is the principal
lumber producing region in British Columbia, is hauled distances from 5 to 30
miles to tidewater.

It must also be remembered, when comparing the accessibility of British
Colurubia timber with that of Washi jton, that towing distances in British
Coiumbia to points of consumption are, on the average, consideral:ly longer than
those of Puget Sound.

Mr. Irving, in his contention that British Columbia is more fortunate than
Washington with regard to aecessibility of timber, shows an entire lack of knowl-
edge of British Columbia conditions.

n conclusion, may we leave this thought in the minds of the members of vour
committee? The timber region tributary to the waters of Puget Sound form a
large, natural unit where conditions of timber growth, topography, and other
conditions are very much the same regardless of any international boundary.

Into the basin of Puget Sound must come the logs to supply American lamber
and shingle mills. Whether they come from timber on the Canadian side or
whether American timber owners have owned timber in Washington or in the
Province of British Columbia makes little difference.  One operator has been
forced through depletion of domestic supplies to extend his source of raw materials
within the borders of Canada, while another has been fortunate enongh to be able
to extend his into Washington.  The fact remains that the continued operation
of many American mills is vitally bound up in free and unrestricted aceess to this
great timber unit. To ask for a tariff on logs under sueh conditions is merely a
case of one group of American operators trying to secure an unfair advantage
over another group of Amcerican operators under the prewense of calling it . vro-
teetive tariff.

Finally, a tariff on logs will mercly benefit the few fortunate loggers and
timber owners who own and control the bulk of the remaining privately owned
standing timber in Washington, which is already in,dangerousiy few hands,
QOne company alone owns between 13 and 20 per cent of it and a log tariff wonld
have the cffeet of tremendously enhancing the value of these Luge holdings.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH IRVING, EVERETT, WASH., REPRESENT-
ING COMMITTEE OF LOGGERS, STATE OF WASHINGTON

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom-
mittec.)

Senator Covzexs. Whom do you represent?

My, Irving. 1 represent the committee on logs of this committee
we have here, and I am also the president of the Puget Sound Logeers
Association, and also represent five different companies, of which I
am president. We employ about 2,000 men.

I have a briefl here to put in. I figure it will take three weeks to
read it. I think I can say amen to what Mr. Lamb has presented.

Senator Covzens. There is no use of reneating it then.

Mr. IrvING. No, sir. 1 started logging, like Mr. Bloedel did,
about 37 yearsago. He had $6,000; 1Idid not have any, and I haven’t
got any now. I am, however, if you would ask people in the district
where I live, considered, or they would say that I was quite sitccessful—-
I would be considered a successful man back there. They would
say he has done pretty well. Take 10 or 12 or 15 or 20 men in our
district in this same line of business and they would be considered

]
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the men that are doing the business. They would say Bloedel ma
be the best or Mark Reed may be the hest.  Some would say Bloedel,
some might say Irving was the best or Bloedel was the best. When
we come to see his figures T will have to admit that he is without
doubt the very best. He is the king-pin of them all. That is all.
The figures in this book which I have here will show, if you need
them, if you want to get at this, that for an investment of a hundred
million dollars in 27 concerns over a period of 10 years with a con-
solidated cost statement all kept the same way that they have been
getting a trifle over 6 per cent. Some 12 years ago probably this
consolidated cost statement was made up. At the loggers’ meeting
at lunch someone said his cookhouse made money. Some one
. else said mine does not. The question was asked “Then what is
the matter?”” We have the same pay, cooks, and buy the same grub,
why do we not make money? We charge the men the same. When
they started checking ore thing and another they found they did
not keep their books the same way. 1 did not charge them for the
cookhouse and this one did not charge them anything for the build-
ing and some one would not charge for fixing the water pipe when
7 it broke, and so forth. Did he make a profit? He said he did not
make a profit. The fact was that we did not keep our books the
same way. We kept our books different, all of us. So we agreed
among ourselves to try to make our books the same. If not, how-
ever, we would employ once a year a firm of accountants, who would
go to our different camps and if our books were not kept the same
they would make a consolidated report. That consolidated report
took the details that you and I had and made them the same as
far as the wav of keeping the books was concerned.

Senator WarsH. Did you sgree on price also?

Mr. Irvixa. On this particular thing?

Senator WaLsH. Yes.

Mr. Irving. No. 1 will talk to you about that later.

Senator WaLsu. You only agreed on keeping vour books alike?

Mz, Invixg. Yes. These consolidated statements then revealed to
us what the other man was doing. It was kept by numbers. [
can tell you that No. 1 did so and so and No. 2 did so and so, and if
vou say what Nos. 1,2, or 3 did, I could not tell you but you could
find it out. Mr. Smith weni all over our books vears ago and went
to the different concerns and ot the diflerent information and he
could tell you what Nos. 1, 2, 3, or 4, were doing. It is proper that
we should know it.  If you want the information to verify it, you
can have it.

Here is a history going back in our district.  Fifty to 75 years ago
a large number of men came out of the State of Maine and landed in
our district. Thev were real woodsmen, ax men, from away back
and they could chop anything and make anything with an ax, do
anything with an ax.

Senator WaLsn. That is how you got the name of Portland, Oreg.,
from Portland, Me., settlers?

Mr. Irving. T have a logging camp named Machias, named after
that city in Maine. Those men eame in with their axes and they
started m logging. They kept on for a number of yvears and finally
got horses and started a logging industry in a real way, where we live
now in Puget Sound. That is the history of it. That is how it
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started out west. That is how it got going and got to be known.
The mills grew modern and got to be big concerns and they have kept
on being modern ever since.

To-day the logger of Puget Sound milling on Puget Sound is the
most highly eflicient in the industry ¢nd has always been. Any
man that has worked on Puget Sound, or for 2 Puget Sound lumber
company, can go to British Columbia any day and get a little bonus
for chop men. There are only six of tiiem in a camp with 200 of
them and any time our chop man goes up there he can get a little
bonus because he has learned the business line. And you say, why
can not you compete with them, making your logs cheaper than they
do? Here is the answer and that could be demonstrated very easily,
and I am sure you can see it. Originally our timber was right down
to the water’s edge, 3,000 miles of water up to British Columbia. This
timber was on the first level right down to the water’s edge. The
State of Mainer started getting out those logs and was able to do it
to the water’s edge. When we got up to the first bench, he did not
know how to get up hill and he started farming and they are to-day
our best farmers. We then started in with machinery.

Senator Wawst. I would suggest that it would be more helpful if
we could secure knowledge about the present-day conditions of the
industry and its financial conditions.

Mr. IrviNG. Because of having the difficulty I have mentioned in
that mountain cost, due to the higher levels, we have to use machinery.
There would be a raise of 150 feet and in one camp it was 20 feet
below and so thecost increased accordingly. Itisaquestion. Bloedel
is wiser than I. He says, “I am not going to tackle these mountains
if I can get something better,” and he went to British Columbia and
found what we had 30 or 60 years ago, a water level where he could
start in and log cheaply, and it was the thing to do, undoubtedly.
You can not blame a man for doing something that shows beyond a
shadow of doubt that is the way to make it profitable, and he did it
and we did not do it.

We have now got the costing question. We have our transporta-
tion cost of $2.50 to $3.50 and we have our maintenance cost and we
can not compete with British Columbia. We have our stumpage in
the meantime. You sce the proposition the stumpage owner is
asking, too. The stumpage owner that bought the timber at a dollar
20 years ago would not get even today if he got $4. That is because
of taxes and interest. The taxes amount to 840 on a claim. Assume
you live like I do and you knew the commissioner personally well and
you cut out some of your holdings and you went to the commissioner
and said, “Put that on the logged-off land. 1 am off these taxes.”
He says,*“I will have to raise your assessment on the other.” 1 will
w, “What do you mean, raise my assessimnent on the other?”’ 'le

ill say, ‘“We have got to have so much money to run this county.
Where are we going to get it?”’ 1 say it is not right to put it on this
other. He will say, *Where will we get the money?” I say, “They
are spending too damn much money.” He would say, “You know
that bridge over at your place. Are you willing to let it go? You
do not know when a slide will come down.”” That shows you what
the condition is there.

This next week the logging camps of Puget Sound will elose down
indefinitely. We will find ourselves with over 400,000,000 feet of

IR
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timber on hand. There are over 390,000,000 now and we wiil haeve
another 20,000,000 feet before the first of the month. Ordinarily we
would be able to say to our men, you have worked pretty good and
you have all got a little money, you can go up to Canada and buy
vourself a bottle of whiskey and travel around and have a good time,
and that is one of the things Canada is going to give you. They have
more men working all the time. They will have more whiskey up
there. They can get it legally up there an not in the back room.
We are telling the camp men, the superintendents and foremen, that
we de not know when we will want them back, probably in about six
weeks.  We have enough logs to last two months during ordinary
occasions, but unfortunately, the sawmills are shut down 25 per cent
and instead of the 100,000,000 feet being cnough for two months it
will be enough for two and a half months.

Senator Wavrst. When did you have to shut down prior to your
last shut down?

My, Inving. Last Christmas.

Senator WaLsu. And before that?

Mpr. Inving. Last July.

q Senator Wawsit. Every six months from overproduction you close
own?

Mr. Inving. We first of all close down to give the men a holiday
for the Fourth of July and Christinas. They insist on having some
time and we make it longer according to the condition of business.

Senator Wawsit. When there is over-production you shut down.

Me. Ieving. We may.  We are confronted now with 500,000,000
feet in British Columbia that will last British Columbia six months
if they do not sell it to us.  They are also sending it to us and we will
not need to start up again if they do. My men will be in Vancouver
on the 4th of July spending their money and they will see the men
going out to work in Bloedel's eamp. What is the matter with the
American camp, that we shiat down and they do not have to shut
down? That is what is eonfronting uz in the district I live in.

T have a telegram here from the governor of the State and one from
whom we consider our most prominent man in owr State, next to _
Mr. Bloedel.

Senator Warsi. And vour Scnators?

Mr. Inving. Yes. This is from the governor of our State, which
I reccived this morning, and reads as follows:

Ouympia, Wasn., June 20, 1928.

Hon. Joseen Irvixg,
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.:

Serions tax situation in this State prevents my appearing hefore Senate Com
mitiece th-morrow. A great industry that has paid over 60 per cent of the taxesin
this State and has furnished bread and butter for thousands of workmen and their
families is in o deplorable eondition.  The American men in the lumber industry
who are now loudest for free trade made their millions under a protective tariff.
They have taken their money into Canada and are now shipping logs, lumber, and
shingles, a product of cheap stumpage and cheaper oriental labor, free into this
countrv.  Our industry is being ruined.  Vhousands of Awmerican workmen and
cmployers are deprived of the right to mamnfacture products that are to be
consitined in this country.  Tu belwdf of the people we are now appealing to the
court of last resort.  We expeet protection and justiee at the hands of the United _
States Senate.  Please evolain to the President and Members of the Senate the
reason for my absence. 11 I can be of any further assistance tell me how.

Roxawp H. HarTLEY,
Gorvernor of Washington.

o}
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I have a lot of telegrams from our most prominent men in that

country. ) .
Senator Couzens. You may put themin the record without reading

them.
Mr. IrvinGg. Yes.
(The telegrams referred to are as follows:)

SeAaTTLE, WasiL, June 19, 1929,
JoserH IRving;
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.:

On account of S, 0. S. lumbermans meeting in Tacoma, our Friday meeting
postponed until Monday. FLoginveutory shows 396,000,000 and will gain another
20,000,000 by J+iy 1.  Will take full 70 per cent close down July and August to
bring this back to normal. Labor will spend its savings looking for work in
other localitics during these months. Figures to date indicate in excess of
25,000,000 logs from British Columbia in June. Hemlock inventory 98,000,000,
with sales very slow at 10 flat to 10 and 12, with averages more than $3
under cost of production. Cedar inventory 61,000,009. Many cedar mills
down _and log sales reported as much as 33 off. Inventory July 1, 235,000,000
over March 1 with more than four times as many logs in hands of loggers. Am
very mueh discouraged at outlook, which is hopeless unless we get a punishing
close down. Wire message for our meeting and your address for Monday 24
and ¥ will further advise.

LocGeErs INFORMATION AsSSOCIATION,
. H. Memknesous, Manager.

B e —

TacoMma, Wasn., June 19, 1929.
JoserH IRvING,
Care New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.:

Hope you will be successful in convincing those in authority with the needs
of our logging and lumber industry of some measure of protection. If it is
proper for Canada to place a tariff against our finished lumbher it is proper for
us to to place one against theirs, and we nced it worse than they do. Can not
understand how serious attention can be given the argumentsof American lumber-
men owning timber in British Columbia as their position is apparent.

R. J. Dickson.

OLyMmria, WasH., June 19, 1929.
JosepH IrviNng, ’
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.:

Hope you set forth strong statement facts before special tariffi committee
considering wood products. Lumber industry northwest has been languishing
due to overproduction caused by excessive overhead and unfair competition due
to smalier overhead and more favorable labor conditions and shipping facilities
from British Columbia since 1923. We close our operation next week for indefi-
nite period due to unsatisfactory conditions. There is in Shelton Bay now
10,000,000 feet British Columbia logs delivered to this the most southerly point
on Puget Sound from British Columbis at prices we ean not profitably accept
for our product. The industry except those more interested in British Columbia
holdings feel that if proper presentation of facts is made to finanee committee
lumber logs and shingles will receive the consideration in new tariff bill we are
entitled to. We depend upon your committeece to present the facts and obtain

results.
Marg E. REED.

SEATTLE, WasH., June 20, 1929.
Josern IRVING,
Willard Hotel, Washinglon, D. C.:

Members of our organization are much concerned about the present condition
of our shingle, lumber, and logging industries and very anxious to have them
given strong tariff protection. This protection is needed also for the owners and
operators, who, when operating steadily, make heavy purchases of machinery
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and supplics for their workmen and families. The prosperity of other business
depends on these steadily employed workmen. Three-fourths of the shingle
machines of the State have been idle for over two weeks with length of shutdown
indefinite. Competition is very keen from British Columbia shingle mills,
There is a heavy overstock of logs, and the great majority of the logging opera-
tion will have to close down from six to cight weeks beginning the latter part of
this month, Millions of feet of logs ave being shipped into this district from
British Columbia thereby adding to the prchlem of the operating companies and
throwing hundreds of men out of employmeni. The products of our lumber
mills are also sorely in need of tariff protection. Many mills are working only
part time at present. Please do everything possible to give the fenate committee
a true picture of our grave situation. e must have protection for the men
employed in these federated industries.
FEDERATED INDUSTRIES OF WASHINGTON,
By Davip C. BortINg, Secretary-Manager.

SEATTLE, Wasn., June 19, 1929.
Josren Inving,
New Willard Hotel, Wasnington, D. C.:

The members of Western Operators Association, the largest lumber assoei-
ation on the Pacifie coast, representing in excess of 6,100,080,000 fect of lumber
and shingle produetion in the west coast territory from the international bound-
ary to California State line, are virtually unanimous in a~king for a proper tariff
on all timber and timber products cmtering or imported into this country.
Fighty-five thoizand workmen are directly engaged in the primary produetion -
of timber and timber produets in this section and are eompeting with Jow-priced
foreign labor. Unless producing costs are cqualized by means of an equitable
tariff more shingle mitls will be forced to elose, more workmen thrown ont of
ciployment, more comnuunities disrupted by intermittent operations, and a
definite lowering of living standards among the lumber wage carners will result,
The tarHf on timber and timber produets at this time will do much to maintain
a high wage level in this country with the purchasing value that goes with good
wages. .

WESTERN OPERATORS ASSOCIATION,
By GeokGE B. Syruer, Manager.

Seatrre, WasH., June 19, 1929,
Joseru Trving,
New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.:
Our muain offices in Wisconsin urge the need for log, shingle, and lumber taritf
and claim that the Middle West needs it fully as much as we do here on the coast.
The continued unprofitable depleting of our timber can not help the farmer

or anvone clse.
Brows Bros, Luaper Co.

(Mr Irving submitted the following brief:)

BRrier oF JoserH IRVING SUBMITTED ON BEHALF oF THE LOGGERS OF THE STATE
OF WASHINGTON

The loggers of the State of Washington believe that there should be an import
duty on saw logs. No ruch duty is provided for in the tariff act of 1922, That
act, in paragraph 401 - -~eof, contains the following provision:

“Logs of fir, spruce, _cdar, or western hemlock, 81 per thousand feet board
measure: Provided, That any such class of logs cut from any particular class of
lands shall be exempt from such duty if imported from any country, dependency,
province, or other subdivision of government which has, at no time, during the 12
months immediately preceding their importation into the United States, main-
tained any embargo, prohiibition, or other restriction (whether by law, order,
regulation, contractual relations or otherwise, direetly or indirectly) upon.the
exportation of such class of logs from such conntry, dependeney, provinee, or other
subdivision of government, if cut from such class of lands.”




88 TARIFF ACT UF 1929

Canada is the only country which exports saw logs of the character meutioned
in the act to the United States. The main and perhaps the only purpose of the
quoted statute is to provide for the free importation of saw togs from the foreign
country. Congress has in effect said to the forcign country:

“We are perfeetly willing to let you sell your surplus logs in the American
markets absolutely free of any restrictions, but if you want that kind of trade
you must cooperate by not imposing any restrictions. In other words, if you
do not want free trade as indicated by your imposing restrictions, then we levy
81 a thousand.”

Canada, as a matter of fact, has assumed to levy an export tax on saw logs eut
from certain classes of its timberlands, and as to the logs cut from those lands the
United States does impose an import duty of $1 per thousand feet. If that export
duty should be removed then Canadian logs would come into the markets of the
United States free.  In this connection we call your attention to the fact that dis-
tinguished Canadian counsel have rendered a legal opinion to the cffect that the
law providing for that export duty is invalid, and we arc infermed that the
question of the invalidity of that law will soon he brought before the Canadian
courts for decision. . .

Section 315 of the tariff act of 1922 is known as the flexible tariff provision,
Pursuant to the provisions of section 315, upon the application of Mr. J. Ii.
Blocdel of the Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Mills, requesting an investigation with
a view to a decrease in the duty on logs imported from Canada, a hearing was had
by the United States Taritf Commission. The commission took testimony and
made an investigation, as a result of which it reduced to writing and published its

reliminary statement showing the results of that investigation. Counsel for the

loedel-Donovan Lumbcr Mills filed an extensive written brief and counsel for
the Loggers Information Association filed an extensive counter bricf, and a brief
replying to the brief of counsel for the Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Mills.  Said
preliminary statement of the Tariff Commission and said briefs are hereby referred
to and by such reference made a part hereof; and in addition thereto we refer to
the stenographer’s minutes of said hearing hefore the Tariff Commission, The
conclusions of the Tariff Commission are not available to us, although we under-
stand that they have been reduced to writing and submitted to the President, who
has not yet acted upon them.  We state, however, with confidence, that the facts
proven show that the cost of producing logs in the State of Washington. and the
same applies also to the 8tate of Oregon, of the kind of timber mentione:d in the
act is so much greater than the cost of producing similar logs in Canada that the
welfare of the people of this country and the protection of the American industry
demandds an import duty of not less than 81 per thousand feet.

Without repeating the festimony taken by the Tarilt Commissjon, all of whieh
is available to your committee, we submit that the indisputable question of the
invalidity of that law will soon Le brought before the Canadinn conurts for decisiior:.

Section 315 of the taritf act of 1922 is known as the flexible taritl provision.
Pursiant to the provisions of section 315, upon the application of Mr. J. Ii.
Bloedel, of the Blocdel-Donovan LEumber Mills, requesting ar investiczution with
a view to a decrease in the duty on logs imperted from Canada. a hearing was
had by thie United States Tariff Coramission.  The commission touok testimony
and made an investigation, as a resalt of whieh it reduced to writing and
published its preliminary statement showing the results of that investigation,
Counsel for the Bloedel-Donovan Lumber Mills filed an extensive wriiten brief
and conusel for the [Loggers Information Association filed an extensive couater
brief, and a hrief rep viny to the brief of counsel for the Bivedel-Donovan Lutiber
Mills.  Said preliminary statement of the TarifT Commission and said brie‘s are
tiereby referred to and by such reference made a part hereof, and in addition
thereto we refer to the stenographers’ minutes of said hearing before the Tarifl
Commission. The couclusions of the Tariff Commission are not available to
us, although we understand that they have been reduced te writing and subumitted
to the President, who has not yet acted upon them. We state, however, with
contfidence, that the facts proven show that the cost of producing logs in the
State of Washington, and the same applies al=o to the State of Oregon, of the kind
of timber mentioned in the act is so mueh greater thau the cost of prodacing
similar logs in Canada that the welfare of the people of this country amt the pro-
tection of the American industry demands an import duty of not less than $1 per
thousand feet.

Without repeating the testimony taken by the Tariff Commission, all of which
is available to your committee, we submit that the indisputable facts are that
logging and the manufacture of logs into lumber is the principal industry of the
States of Washington and Oregorn; that the major portion of the standing timber
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of these States has matured or will mature as soon that to prevent very great
losses from decay, it is necessary that said timber be logged and manufactured as
fast as the markets of the United States will absorb it.  As demonstrated by the
experience of the induxtry for the past few years the markets of the United States
will not absorh the timber of theses States produced by existing facilities to an
extent greater than 70 per cent of that which would be produced if those facilities
were kept in operation for 12 months in the year, and as a result of said condition
the industry is shut down for about 30 per cent of the time in each vear in those
Stares.  This condition is brought about in part by the dumping of Canadian logs,
many of them duty free, into the markets of Puget Sound. This dumping is not
due to any shortage of Ameriean logs, hecause there is never any such shortage;
but it is due to the fact that it frequently happens that the Canadian sawmills are
unable to take the supply of Canadian logs, and the surplus, which has been
produced at much less cost than the cost of American logs, is disposed of in the
American markets at demoralizing prices.

The ownership of Americaun timber which is being logged is in private hands.
exeept ax to a very limited quantity whieh is owned by the United States and
which is being logged under eontracts which provide for the payment to the
United States of a stumpage rate. The carrying charges on this privately
owned timber in the matter of taxes which are paid annualiy and in the matter of
interest on investment are so great that the owners are not warranted in pursuing
any other policy thau that of cutting said timber as fast as the markets will absorb
it.  This is the established policy of the large, well-financed timber owners and is
the only policy warranted by existing conditions.

The poli=y of ‘he United States Department of Agricniture, Forest Serviee,
is to conserve the timber controlled by it, bhut that department finds it neeessary
to ~ell a large percentage of the timber controlled by it in the States of Washington
and Oregon for the reason that that timber has matured or is <o rapidly approach-
ing wmnaturity that to preserve it would cuotail o very large loss, without any
corresponeding gain, because of the decay that will set in and progress. It is the
poliey of the Departuient not to dispose of the timber under its control that may
be sneeessfully preserved.

Canadian timber is held largely by the Government, and the earrving charges
until it is actually ent are merely nominal.  This fast, together with the fact that
lahor and other logging costs are cheap.er on the Canadian side than they are on
the Ameriean side places the American industry at a decided disadvantage,

In view of the fact that the United States Tardff Comnission has made an
extensive investigation of the subjeet under discussion, the result of which is
accessibie to your committee, the subscriber to this brici deems it unnecessary to
zo into more detail in writing, but he will be personully present at the hearing
betore your commitice, and will weleome an opportunity to elahorate the points
Levein suggested and to give your committee any of the information that he has
acquired as the result of his actual experience in the management of extensive
lugging operations in the State of Washington during more than thirty years
last past.

In view of the fact that uncertainty surrounds the validity of the Canadian
law imposing an export tax on saw logs cut from certain classes of Canadian
timber, and in view of the fact that saw logs cut from all other classes of Canadian
timber comne into the United States free, it is urged that a specific import duty be
levied upon all saw logs coming into this country, and that the matter of such
import (iuty be not subjected te a flexible tariff provision of any statute that may
be enacted, and that such import duty be set made to depend upon that policy,
laws, or regulations of the foreign country.

It may not he out of place to say that the overwhelining majority of the people
of the States of Washington and Oregon are, as demonstrated by their votes
at the recent national election, thoroughly in accord with the principles of pro-
tection as outlined in the Republican platform of 1928. The subscriber to this
brief was a delegate at large from the State of Washington to the recent Kkansas
City National Convention, and he calls attention to the fact that the entire
delegation froin Washington and Oregon favored and voted for the adoption of
the tariff plank in the platform, and the particular local interest the people of
those States have in tariff legislation is in the application of it to anything that
may affect the prineipal industry of their State,

Respectfully submitted.

. Joseru Inving,
Member. Commitice of the Loggrrs of the
State of Washington, Everelt, Wash.
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CEDAR AND OTHER SOFTWOOD LUMBER
[Pars. 401 (b) and 1798]
STATEMENT OF H. J. BRATLIE, RIDGEFIELD, WASH.

[Including shingles, par. 403)

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Couzens.) '

Mr. Bratuie. I am engaged in the manufacture of cedar lumber
and shingles in the little town of Ridgefield, Wash., near the Oregon
line. I have been engaged in this work since 1913, 16 years, as a
matter of fact.

Senator THomas. For whomn do you appear besides yourself?

Mr. Bratuie. For the cedar industry also. I am one of the mem-
bers of a subcommittee appearing in behalf of the cedar industry.

Senator Couzens. You will not repeat testimony that has already
been offered?

Mr. Bratrie. So far as I possibly can, I will confine mysclf to a
very few words, because I realize that more time has been spent than
we planned on for the other witnesses.

Senator Couzens. There is no use duplicating testitnony already
given before the House committee.

Mr. Bratuie. Only in the event that I can not make my point
clear without repeating. In the matter of cedar lumber, I want to
show to the committee what constitutes a very large bulk of the items
made in cedar, that we call cedar lumber. These are samples of
cedar bevel siding and cedar bungalow siding. The items are the
same except in thickness and width. The wider and thicker item is
the bungalow and the narrow one the bevel siding. They are in
general &,esign the same except that the bungalow is thicker and wider
than the bevel siding. This item constitutes only a small part of
the production of the shingle mili. Not all shingle mills make cedar
lumber, but all cedar lumber mills must make a very large share of
shingles along with lumber, and the two items are extremely closely
related from a manufacturing standpoint.

Senator Couzens. Is that owing to the fact <hat you want to use
them on what might be termed otherwise waste products?

Mr. BratLie. No, sir. This cedar lumber is produced from the
long clear strips developed in the log and the cedar shingles from the
short clear blocks, and the costs of manufacture are so closely inter-
related that the Tariff Commission when they made an investigation
of the cedar industry some years ago could not segregate the costs of
manufacturing cedar lumber from cedar shingles made in the same
mill. It is impossible to do it.

The production of the combination mill making the cedar shingles
and lumber represents 60 to 80 per cent shingles and from 20 to 40

er cent cedar. lumber. This cedar lumber is a specialized product.

t does not go into general construction work at all. 1t is used largely
for high-class side wall materiai. 1t comes in the same class with
cvpress.  The production is relatively small and the imposing of a tar-
iff will not lead to any hardship on anybody because people who use it
can well afford to pay a small increase in price if one should result, and
the tarifl will aid very materially in assisting a very depressed industry.
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Canada, of course, is our only competition so far as cedar lumber is
concerned. In 1913 when cedar went on the free list there was hardl
any production of cedar lumber in Canada. There was one small
mill with a very limited production. To-day the importations of
cedar lumber from Canada are more than one-third as much as
American production; and, by the way, Canada imposes a 25 per cent
duty on cedar lumber coming into Canada. 1 shall be glad to speak
in greater detail on cedar lumber, but realize your time is limited, and
will make it brief unless I am asked questions.

If we should be so fortunate ns to get a tariff on shingles, unless
we also at the same time get a tariff on cedar lumber, the tariff on
shingles will be largely offset because shipments are very largely in
mixed cars and Canada would absorb in the cedar lumber, which is
a comparatively high priced product, the entire duty on shingles.

We have had considerable opposition to our tariff from staining
companies. They claim among other things that America does not
make as good a shingle as the Canadians and therefore they should
be free. These [indicating] are shingles I picked at random from the
bins before I left home. They are comparable to the Canadian
grades of the same kind, and I venture that no Canadian or repre-
sentative of Canada will say that Canada makes any better shingles
than those. Many mills in our country make the same kind, the
great majority of them make them just as good; it is a very poorly
operated mill that does not. Generally speaking, they make the
same grade of shingle. These are just as good as the Canadien
shingle and as good as shingles can be made, as a matter of fact,
[Indicating samples of shingles.]

The stained shingle companies do not manufacture shingles.
They buy them from the manufacturers and stain them and resell
them. They sell them not to the farm trade to any particular
extent but to the people in the cities who are building rather nice
homes who are interested in architectural effect and are willing to
pay the price for the stained shingle, and for that reason so far as
the tarift is concerned, we deny that it will add materially to the cost
to the farmer, and in so far as these stained shingles are concerned
it will fall on people well able to pay the small additional charge.

I would like to make it clear that we are not in any way opposing
the staining of shingles. I think it is & good thing. It adds a great
deal to the attractiveness of your shingle. It is desirable from the
standpoint of sales. T think it is a good thing in every way.

Senator Tiroymas. Tt is elaimed that it is a weather-proofing process.

Mr. Brarnie, T will come to that point. There are some claims
made, possibly not direct, but at least suflicient to give the inference
that it matenially adds to the life of the shingle. It does not. The
staining does not add materially to the life of the cedar shingle,
beeause there is a natural preservative oil in cedar so that shingles
on the roof do not rot out; they wear out. Here are some shingles
I took off a roof in my little town of Ridgeficld before I came away, the
cheapest standard shingle made, a shingle considered very poor indeed,
as far as the staining companies are concerned, and that is all right,
beeause they could not stain that shingle satisfactorily because it has
too much flat grain in it, and would not take color uniformly. DBut
these shingles were on a roof. 1 took them ofl the roof. The roof
does not need reshingling, vet they have been on there 35 years.
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The cheapest grade we make, and you can sce there is no rot, the
shingles are intact. They have eroded; there is considerable erosion
from the weather. This is the exposed portion here.  For that reason,
and from a study of shingles sm({)staincd shingles T contend that the
staining does not add materially, if a.iy, to the life of the shingle.
The ereosote stain, which this is supposed to be, does not penetrate.
The natural oil of the cedar resists the penetration. I will take a
little thin shaving from this shingle and you will notice hardly any
penetration at all. v

Senator CouzenNs. Why do they creosote the paving block then?

Mr. Bratrie. The paving block is made from u different wood.
It is fir wood that is used mostly in the blocks.

Senator Couzens. They do use cedar block, too.

Mr. BraTtLie. Yes; and at that exposed end of the paving block
there will be some penetration, but there is hardly any penetration
in this, and, of course, the end grain is a small item in the cedar
shingle. In fir creosoto penetrates readily, but in cedar it does not;
as a matter of fact, cedar does not require it, because the cedar shinge
will last 35 to 40 years without any preservative other than the
natural preservative in the cedar itself. Iven in this cheapest grade
extra star A shinglo there is no rot; it is simply worn. [Here is a piece
where vegetation laid on it, very conducive to rot, but there is no rot
in that shingle; it is resistant to it; absolutely no rot at all.

I am not opposing the staining of shingles. It is a very good thing.
But I will point out a little misinformation in regard to it.

h§er}&$or Couzens. You sey this is equal to the British Columnia
shingle?

Mr. BraTLiE. Yes.

Senator Couzens. We have these samples of shingles before us,
and each advocate presents the samples he likes to present, and some-
body else showed a very superior product from British Columbia.
We will siccept that for the moment and ask you what the difference
in the cost of production of this shingle is, between the British Co-
lumbia shiagle and the Washington and Oregon shingle?

Mr. BratLie. The conditions, Senator, of production are so differ-
ent that it is impossible to answer that. For instance, in our opera-
tion and in most American operations, when a block comes up, that
will just as readily make that shingle, vertical grain, and clear, we
cut it into that class of material. If a block comes up that must
be turned and a great deal of it wasted and cut out in order to develop
that kind, we make it into the lower grade of shingle, because that
conserves our timber.

Senator Couzens. If you can not show us the cost of production of
this kind of shingle or any kind of shingle, as between the British
Columbia shingle and this country, how are we going to arrange a
tariff to absorb the difference in the cost of production?

Mr. BraTuik. I think, generally speaking, the conditions of our
industry will show they are in need of a tariff.

Senator Couzens. The condition of the industry is nc$ the measure
on which the tariff should be adjusted, but rather the difference on
cost of production at home and abroad. In other words, you take into
consideration that there are the very cfficient type that Mr. Blodel
spoke about, but the inefficient class that somebody clse spoke of?

Mr. BraTLIE. Yes.
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Senator Couvzens. How are we going to arrange a tariff that is
going to take into consideration both elements unless you produce
fizures to show the difference in cost of production at home and
abroad?

Mr. Bratuie. I have tried to arrive at some authentic figures on
that. There is cheaper pr duction of logs in Canada. There is to
some extent cheaper labor there. If we manufactured a shingle of
this grade on the same basis of wastage of as much of the log as would -
be necessary in that operation, there would be a difference in cost to
us— -a higher cost of not less than 13 per cent—if we produced the
same proportion of this shingle, merely in wastage alone.

Seuator Covzens. The testimony as adduced here was that the
users of shingles in this country, New England, use these imported
shingles because they can not induce you to make these high-grade
shingles. You insist on making the cheaper shingle and therefore
they have to go to British Columbia to get the high-grade shingles.

Mr. BratLie. That is not true, because we will make any grade
we can make a profit on, but we can not make a grade unless we make
a profit on it. We will make any grade that we can sell at a profit.
In order to make the same proportion on this class of shingles that we
do now, there will be an increased cost of not less than 13 per cent on
the timber cost alone. .

*  Senator Couzrns. So that 15 per cent on that shingle would be
adequate to protect you in producing them?

Mr. Buaruie. No, sir; it would not equal the timber cost, not
include the labor cost, and our labor cost is higher and our log cost is
higher. This is n matter of waste alone. We would waste an average
of 13 per cent of our timber if we made the same proportion in that
grade of shingle.

Senator Tuosas. The same waste would happen with the Canadian
manufacturer.

Mr. BratrLie. That is true, but he has a lower log cost and he has
a lower labor cost also.

Senator Tuomas. That is what we are interested in.

Mr. BraTtLie. Our brief takes that up in considerable detail. If
you want me to go into that I shall be glad to do so. In order to
conzerve time it had better be left to the brief.

Senator Couzexs. Yes; leave it to the brief,

Mr. Braruix. It is taken up in considerable detail in the brief,
the brief which I ask permission to file.

Senator Couzens. Yes.

Mr. BratLie. In this matter of substitute roofing Mr. Edwards
answered that in response to the question of Senator Thomas. We
can not object to wll:at the American manufacturer does if he can
beat us that way, but if you will proteet us against foreign markets
we will try to take carc of Mincrican and I think we can do it.  We
have a product that is superior and we can prove it.

The matter of conservation, I know, is of great intcrest to this
committee, and Mr. Lamb has gone into that and I shall not do so.
I will point out two things, however, that as far as cedar is concerned
there 1s no fieid of conservation where free cedar can aid in the con-
servation of cedar. You can bring in all the cedar you want and all
the fir, and it would not make a particle of difference, because the
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logger does not log for cedar but for fir, which is the principal item
and in bringing out fir they bring the cedar along with it. If you
do not give the cedar manufacturer a chance to use that product so
the logger can get a rroﬁt in it, he will have to leave that cedar in
the woods. This will not result in saving it, because the slashings
must be burned to allow new tree growth to come up, and the cedar
will be burned along with it and will be simply destroyed. Unless
we can furnish protection to the manufacturer of cedar, there is no
possible way to conserve cedar trees, because they can not be saved by
the loggers. Cedar must come out with the fir.

Senator TrHomas. I have never been in this section of the country.
Your native forests are made up of ripe timber that can all be cut at
one time?

Mr. Bratuie. I would not say that. They are mixed growth.

Senator THomas. What percentage of damage is done to the
unripe timber by cutting timber in the operation?

r. BRATLIE. I would hardly venture to answer that. I am not
a forester; I am only a manufacturer. Mr. Lamb pointed out the
Japanese situation. I have here an article entitled, ‘“‘Japan’s
Lumber Tariff Revision,” by Eisaburo Kusano, Osaka, Japan, in
which he points out the reasons why the Japanese Government
increased their tariff duties on forest products. The Japanese, of
course, s you know, can not possibly produce all the timber they use
themselves. They are dependent to a very considerable extent on
imports and yet, regardless of that, have had increases of tariff on their
forest products—imports of forest products—for the purpose of aiding
in the conservation of timber growth in their own countr{; and in this
article Eisaburo Kusano, of Osaka, Japan, gives in full the reasons
why the Government puts the duty on. He says:

The vigorous opposition raised by the non-Government blocs both in the
House of Representatives and the House of Peers notwithstanding, the Govern-
ment bill proposing to levy higher duties on import into Japan of various foreign
manufacturers, including Pacific Coast lumber, was passed by the §6th session
of the Imperial Diet in March, this year, and the revised rates on foreign lamber
in general took effect on March 30.

n a word, the present tariff revision signifies the fact that the scoge of dutiable
lumber has been extended, and that the duties which had already been imposed
have been increased in percentage. The new specific duties, when converted
into terms of the ad valorem duties, were fixed at the rate of 12.5 per cent on the
unfinished timber, and 20 per cent on the finished goods; they represented an
increase of 6 per cent as compared with the old rates. (This calculation of per-
centage is based on the market price which prevailed in the early winter, last
year, when the foregoing bill of tariff revision was prepared.)

According to the revised piovisions, specific duty of some sort is imposed upon
all the Pacific Coast lumber, except the cedars of which the measurement is not
exceeding 20 centimeters in length, 7 centimeters in width, and 7 milimeters in
thickness; this wood is used in manufacturing pencils and there is no suitable
substitute in Japan, * * *

Japan’s opinion as regards the proposal of levying higher rate of duties on
foreign lumber was divided, as it is here.

The domestic lumbermen, inclusive of the forestry owners, sawmills, and
dealers handling the domestic lumber, mancuvered to free themselves from the
oppression of foreign lumber in the domestic market, while the importers, rep-
resenting the common interest of the ultimate consumers, maintained strong
opposition. Between these two camps of men, controversy was repeated over
and gvet; agfin*every time the tariff revision bill was considered by the Govern-
ment.

The removal in 1920 of the duties on logs, squares, and bolts, which constitute
the main bulk of the foreign luinbers imported into Japan, resulted in an enormous
increase in the import.
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Exactly the same thing happened with cedar shingles and lumber,
399 per cent of shingles, and I do not know how many thousand per
cent, if you figure it out, in lumber.

Later a partial revision of the tariff rates was effected, but the scope of revision
was limited and the additional rates were low and, therefore, it had hardly any
effect in the way of checking the increasing tendency of the import. It went on
increasing year after year, and now it exceeds 1,200,000,600 feet b.m. * * *

The domestic forestry owners, sawmills, and dealers handling domestic wood,
cte,, are already suffering from the severe competition of the foreign lumber.

As a result, the forestry owners show a tendency to neglect the upkeep of the
existing forestry, as well as the supplementary afforestation. This fact is a
menace not only to the dealers of the domestic wood but also to laborers engaged
in the forestry enterprises.

If higher rate of duties be imposed, it may regulate the import of forei
lumber into Japan, and subsequently it will bring forth the stabilization of the
domestic lumber market, and then the forestry owners will take interest in their
afforestation and thus the supply of the domestic wood in the’ future will be
guaranteed. If, on the other hand, the present -tate of affairs be maintained,
and foreign lumbers be permitted to be imported, without any restriction, in
enormous quantities, it will encourage the extravagant and even wasteful con-
sumption of wood. Moreover, after the felling of the timbers in the domestic
forests, nothing would be done in the way of supplementary afforestation as it
does not pay. The situation is already serious, let alor:e the future.

Furthermore, Japan imposes protective duties on the import of practically all
foreign agricuitural products, while the most kinds of lumber alone are duty free.

The Government can not avoid the public criticism of its being one-sided in
its tariff policy.

We have much the same situation in this country.

Statistics show that up to 74 per cent of the foreign lumber imported into
Japan during 1926 was duty free. If foreign lumber continues to be imported in
such voluminous quantities without any restriction, with the market price falling
year after year, the afforestation and lumbering in Japan are doomed. No
matter how enthusiastically the importance of the afforestation be advocated,
and the Government granted subsidies, there would be hardly any forestry
owners who would invest in afforestation, as the prospects of their investments are
precarious. The Government plan of encoura%ing the afforestation can only bhe
accomplished with the cooperation of the tariff revision; one without the other
would mean the loss of the great part of the effect.

The levying of higher rates on foreign lumber is indispensible; nevertheless,
the rate should not be very high. The rates should be revised in such a manner
than it mnay mitigate the difficulties of the domestic forestry owners and lumber-
men without imposing heavy burden on the part of the consumers.

It is not the forestry owners alone who insist upon the increase of tariff rates.
Local lumbhermen, s well as those in the consuming centers, are one in advoeating
the measure. Those who are opposed to the proposal oftcn misunderstand the
view of lumbermen; for instance, these people are inclined to think that if the
tariff rates be increased, the measure may bring about the felling of standing trees
in excess, but this was a temporary phenomenon witnessed during the war hoom.
It is also advocated that it would be advantageous for Japan in the long run if
foreign lumber be imported so long as they can be had at a low price and reserve
the domestic forestry, but this is a ridiculous argument of the unpractical dreamer.
Afforestation must be run on a commercial basis. It is beyond doubt that forestry
owners can not afford to enjoy looking at the growth of standing trees in their
forest dning nothing; this is all the more clear when one takes into consideration
the problem of financing, ete.

I will place the rest of it i the record. I have a great deal more
that I wanted to «dd, but I will leave it out.

May 1 speak one more word on the mistake of considering trade
balances very seriously. So much has been made of the fact that the
trade balance between ourselves and British Columbia is in favor of
British Columbia. I will quote just two paragraphs from-a speech
by the Assistant Secretary of State of the United States; Department
of State, Mr. William R. Castle, jr., before the Canadian Club at
Montreal, Canada, April 29, 1929
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EXPENDITURES BY AMERICAN TOURISTS IN CANADA $206,000,000 IN EXCESS OF
CANADIAN TOURISTS IN UNITED STATES

Another cause of bad feeling hetween nations is the quotation of figures.
There is no greater lie in the world than the assertion that figures do not lie.
In my opinion, the quotation of figures is as dangerous as dependence on slogans,
Both are the mainstay of propaganda, and propaganda never conveys the entire
truth. Canadians talk, for example, about their unfavorable trade balance.
In 1927, as I remember, it was something like $215,000,000. I wonder how
many people here, in deploring this, mention the fact that American tourists,
according to your own ﬁgures¢ spent some $206,000,000 in excess of what vour
tourists spent in the United States. Trade balances, taken by themselves, are
useful only to the propagandist. Even if that unfavorable trade balance should
increase, I am inclined to think that it would always be pretty well taken care of
by the fncreasing stream of American tourists. They come here because they
like your country, because they like your people—some, undoubtedly, because
they appreciate the excellent quality of the products sold by the Quebec liquor
commission. .

I will answer any questions that may be asked.

Senator THomas. Are you familiar with the items that go to make
up the trade between America and Canada?

Mr. BraTuie. Only in a general way, and in an extremely general
way.

Senator THoMAs. The record shows that we sell Canada very much
more in total volume than Canada sells us.

Mr. BrRATLIE. Yes; that is true. . )

Senator THomas. You would not be in favor of any sort of legisla-
tion that would interfere with the trade balance? )

Mr. BRATLIE. I do not think it would affect the quantity. They
buy from us because they buy cheaper and if they could buy some-
whe;c else to better advantage they would do it, just the same as
we do.

Senator THoMAS. Do you think the psychological effect would not
be adverse if we raised our tariff schedules materially against Canada
generallv? )

Mr. BraTLIE. T am extremely glad you brought up the question,
because it reminds me of one point in connection with that item from
Canada. This is the statement of Mr. John McConnville, manager
of the Associated Lumber Exporters Association, Vancouver, British
Columbia. He was speaking on the protest offered from America
when the Japanese Government made their increases in import duties
in Japan, and he contrasted the fuss we made about it to the stand
that Canada took in it. He said:

‘‘ Regarding the new tariff, v« have not a word to say,” said Mr. McConnville,
“They are running their own country. Why should we in Canada try to tell
them what to do? Why should we desire to meddle in their affairs?”’

A little further on Mr. McConnville was asked to as what lines of
Canadian export were hurt, and he said this:

“It will hit hemlock baby squares,” he said, ‘‘and may stop shipment of
certain other small lines. We don’t expect to lose any business as a result of
the change and we certainly do not intend to ask to have tea and silk shut out
from British Columbia simply “2cause another nation sees fit to manage its own
affairs in its own way.”’

That is the'attitude of Canada. ) )

Senator TrHoMas. Nobody disputes the nffhtp of & nation to handle
their affairs the way it chooses, but naturally it might react to their
disadvantage.
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Mr. BRATLIE. Yes; that is true. But, as he said, the Canadians
are not going to ask to have tea and silk increased in duties simply
because of the increase on lumber.

Senator THoMas. I just wanted to get vour reaction.

Mr. BratLiE. I am glad to answer it.

Senator WaLsH. I wanted to get some idea of the extent of the
demand among the lumber operators in those States for this tariff.
I understand that these associations, such as the Red Cedar Shingle
Bureau and the Washington and Oregon Shingle Association, have
taken no position on this tariff matter. Is that true? :

Mr. Bratrie. I must explain that the Red Cedar Shingle Bureau
and the Washington and Oregon Shingle Association do not take any
steps along tarifl lines and never have. They have never expressed
any opinio: because they are engaged in the business of increasing
the sale of these products. They are not concerned with the differ-
ence in cost of production or the tariff policies of the two countries.
Absolutely not at all. I am on the hoard of directors of hoth associa-
tions and we do not permit any tarifl discussion whatever. We have
members on both sides of the line sitting with us.

Senator WaLsH. One of the parties concerned in the tariff is the
Seattle Cedar Lumber Manufacturers. --

Mr. BRaTLIE. Yes. )

Senator WarsH. They do not favor a tariff?

Mr. Bratuie. They do favor a tariff.

Senator WaLsH. Have they joined the petitioners here?

Mr. BraTtLiE. They have not included their name, but I have
authority to say that the Seattle Company, from Mr. McEwen,
favor reasonable tariff on cedar lumber and cedar shingles. He
did not say what rate, he did not express himself on that point;
simply made the general statement, a reasonable tariff. If necessary,
I will have a telegram from him covering his position.

Senator WaLss. I think it would be helpful along other lines.

Mpr. Bratrie. Of cedar manufacturers I am speaking, not fir or
hemlock or anything else, but cedar manufacturers. And of these
manufacturers of cedar shingles and cedar lumber, except those fow
who have Canadian interests—and not all of them are included
because some of them have joined in this matter—but except those
few who have Canadian interests, there is not one single solitary
manufacturer in opposition to our request for a tariff on cedar.
We are absolutely united except where interests lie on the other side.

Scenator WaLsH. Do you own your own timber?

Mr. Brariie. No,

Senator WaLsH. You buy your logs?

Myr. Bratuie. 1 buy logs.

Senator Warsi. Do you favor a duty on cedar logs coming from
Canada?

Mr. Bratrie. I think American logs are entitled to a duty, yes.

Senator WaLsu. How much?

Mr. BratuLie. 1 do not know.

Senator WaLsu. Have you any idea of it?

Mr. Bratrie. T have no knowledge of its costs.

Senator WawLsu. Yet you favor a duty on logs coming from Canada,
which would mean you think you need this tariff, yet you do not
know what duty you would recommend to us? ’
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Mr. BRATLIE. We have no interest in logs coming in from C'anada
in my particular locality. I am near Portland, Oreg.

Senator JoNes. We had a particular witness on that particular
point.

Senator WaLsH. Is your own business financially successful?

Mr. BraTLIE. It has not been for the last several years.

Senator WaLsH. You are losing money?

Mr. BraTLIE. Yes.

Senator WaLsH. That has continued for how long?

Mr. BRaTLIE. In the past five vears we have made a small profit
in one year, 1925.

Senator WaLsH. How many employees have you?

Mr. BraTLIE. One hundred men.

(The following statement was submitted for the record:)

FORMAL STATEMENT

Large sums of money have been raised in Canada to fight an import duty on
forest products. While it is impossible to state the exact amount, I can say that
from information available and deductions from such information, it is probably
n;)tt }lezs than $80,000. The exact figure may possibly be considerably in excess
of that.

The basis for the $80,000 figure is information reccived from two Amecrican
manufacturers who have Canadian interests as well as American interests.
This information was of a privileged character, and I am not permitted to dis-
close the sources, but I can assure the committee that they are entirely reliable
and responsible in every wag. These American manufacturers produced for me
definite evidence of having been notified by a Canadian committee in charge of
American antitarif work that their ‘‘assessments’” would he a certain figure.
‘They were given to believe that such assessments were made on a basis of invest-
ment and business magnitude in British Columbia. Assuming the correctness
of this, and calculating the percentage which the American manufacturers’ owner-
ships bear to the total forest industry in ?rivate hands in British Columbia, yields
a sum in excess of $80,000. A second “‘assessment’’ has been made recently.

When the Canadian representatives were asked as to how the money was to
be employed, no inforination was given, and no promise of an accounting could
be elicited.

The connection between the National Association Against & Lumber and
Shin?le Tariff and the large sums of antitariff money raised in British Columbia,
is, of course, not directly ascertainable, but inasmuch as there is no need for
antitariff work in Canada, and there is apparent no other agency in the United
States engaged in this work, I think it is reasonable to assume that this Wash-
ington lobby for Canadian forest industries is financially supported in whole or
in Part by Canadian money.

‘The officers for National Association Against a Lumber and Shingle Tariff
are listed as A. W. Cooper and Clarence H. Bahr, the latter an attorrey at law
of Washington, D. C. Mr. Bahr is unknown to the writer. Mr. A. W. Cooper
was formerly a paid secretary of the Western Pine Association, with office at
Portland, Oreg. So far as this writer knows or has been able to ascertain, Mr.
Cooper owns no timber or mill properties that wight be effesteld by a tariff
This is no sense a reftection on Mr. Cooper, who is a personal acquaintance of
the writer, but in only to point out that Mr. Cooper, in opposing a toriff, is
simply performing a service for which he is heing paid, and that he is in no
material degree directly interested in the outcome of tariff legislaiion o., shingles
and cedar lumber.

H. J. BRATLIE.

(The brief submitted by Mr. Bratlie is as follows:)

BRIEF oF THE UNITED STATES Climm INDUSTRY ON SHINGLES AND CEDAR
UMBER

CEDAR INDUSTRY REPRESENTATION AND REQUEST

This petition is the plea of the United States cedar industry of Washington,
Oregon, and Idaho, comprising more than 99 per cent of the cedar manufacturing
facilities of these three States.
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The United States cedar industry respectfully asks the Congress of the United
States to place an import duty of 25 per cent ad valorem on the importation of
shingles and cedar lumber, and represents that American labor and business
interests join in the request that such a tariff be imposed.

The industry further represents that shingles and cedar lumber are now on the
free list, that there are no restrictions against the unlimited importation of such
products to United States markets, that the present difference in cost of produc-
tion between the United States and Canada—the only competing country—is
fully 20 per cent or more ad valorem, and that as the United States cedar industry
has for years past been forced to operate under a discriminatory tariff, favoring
foreign production, that has nearly destroyed the American cedar industry, the
industry is therefore entitled to a small measure of actual tariff protection in
addition to a tariff equalizing cost of produection, to assist in the industry
reconstruction.

An ad valorem tariff is urged and requested because it is more scientifie, and
will better govern price fluctuations as well as more fairly equalize competition.
It would be impracticable for a fixed per thousand tariff to equitably cover the
numerous grades of shingles and cedar lumber.

Those American cedar shingle and cedar lumber manufacturers who have no
foreign interests are unanimous in the request for a tariff on shingles and cedar

lumber.
STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT JOHNSON

Before proceeding with the arguments in our plea for a tariff on shingles and
cedar lumber, we ask permissics to quote the words of Hon. Alhert Johnson in
his speech before the House Committee on Ways and Means during the tariff
hearings held recently. Mr. Johnson spoke in part as follows:

“Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am scheduled to talk on
two paragraphs * * * [ will devote my few minutes to the shingle industry,

‘“First, let me say that the request of these industries for tariff protection is not
the selfish special pleading of manufacturing interests, but is the hicartfelt petition
of practically every man, woman, and child in the district which I have the honor
to represent. That district, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, is largely dependent
upon the lumber and shingle industries for its prosperity. Producers and con-
sumers alike, rich and poor, Republican and Democrat, appear before you,
through me, to urge you to restore the conditions which existed before the Under-
wood Act of 1913 deprived them of their rightful share of the markets of their
own country.

‘““We are asking only the same measure of protection that vou have given and
will give to hundreds of other industries. All we want is a siall duty which will
mean the difference between healthy marketing conditions and strangulation by
foreign competition,

“I shall place in the record the expression of the practically unanimous views
of the million or more people in western Washington and western Oregon, as set
forth in a memoria! adopted by the Legislature of the State of Washington on the
very first day of its present session. This joint resolution, I assure you, reflects
the sentiments of the lumber-producing areas of the northv estern corner of the
United States. It is not partisan, but American.”

(Memorial referred to by Mr. Johnson appears in full on p. 9219, Vol XV,
hearings of Ways and Means Committee.)

‘“Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, there are few items of tariff
legislation that have heen more - isrepresented by free traders than the schedules
covering wood manufactures. Opponents of lumber and shingle duties appar-
ently foget that the manufacture of these commodities employs thousands of
American workmen at good wages. The capital investment is large. Risks
are heavy and expensive. In my more than 30 years acquaintance with the
industry I have known but few men to attain wealth by or through it. * * *
I have known hundreds who have struggled and striven, gaining here, losing
there, alternating in prosperity and penury, who are to-day struggling and striv-
ing, literally hanging on by the eyebrows, as the saying is, hoping for the relief
which tariff duties will give.”

CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON ON SHINGLE GRADES

Concerning the claim made by the Canadian lobby that British Columbia
shingles are ‘““better’” than American shingles, Mr. Johnson said:

“I want to direct the committee’s attention to pam{)hlets and circulars which
have flooded the House of Representatives recently containing misleading
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statements to the effect that American shingles and cedar lumber are inferior to
the imported product. Besides challenging the accuracy of these statements,
leht.m? state my belief that they are put out for the purpose of advertising Canadian
shingles.

“Such advertising reminds me that there used to he a commodity well known
as kalsomine. A clever advertiser put it out in small packages, labeled it
alabastine, charged a fancy price for i, and made a great fortune. This is the
sort of ‘squeeze play’ that frequently catches the maker of a hasic product in the
United States. The distributor of a faney article, of course, wants to buy in
the most favorable market. Just so with the man who is in the shingle-stainin
business. He is engaged in putting out a luxury commodity, and his margin o
profit depends upon his ability to buy good shingles to advantage. When he
comes here and tells you that the Canadian shingle is better than the American,
he is in effeet telling you that he buys the imported article cheaper than the
American, for he well knows that if he is willing to pay the price he can buy
American shingles that are just as good as the Canadian.

‘“How could Canadian shingles be better than ours? They are made from
timber of the same quality, as has just been testified here. They are cut on the
same machines, as witnesses have told yo:. Mecthods of packing, scasoning,
and shipping are alike. The fact is there is no difference when you compare
them grade for grade.

“It is true, as has been testified, that Americs» mills make a considerable
percentage of the cheaper shingle grades. That is because there is a market for
the cheaper grades, and the making of them involves the use of material which
would otherwise be wasted. It is a form of manufacturing economy.

‘“But if it be said that American mills do not make as many high-grade shingles
as the mills of Canada, there can be—in fact, there is—but one reason, and that
is the lack of a market for the product; and the lack of a market is due solely to
the invasion of the market by the Canadian competitor. American mills can and
do cut shingles that are just as sound, f’ust as long, just as thick, just as perfectly
quarter-sawed, as do the Canadian mills. They would make more of them if they
could sell them, and they would scll them if the huge imports crom our northern
neighbor did not keep the selling price down to a nonprofit basis.

‘““EARLY DAYS IN SHINGLE INDUSTRY

“I think I know one reason wherchy the Canadian shingle got a chance to
advertise itself. Many vears ago, when there were car shortages on the long-haul
railroads, and when St. Paul was a center of distribution for western shingles, and
North Tonawanda another center, the high freight rate and the difficulty of
getting cars were such that manufacturers in the State of Washington began to

iln-dry their shingies. To get the underweights they literally baked the life
out of ‘them. Now, a severely kiln-dried shingle wiil not give good service.
Retailers discovered this. The American dried shingle got a bad name. The
Canadian millmen took advantage of the situation. ~About the same time the
Underwood Act went into effect, removing the shingle duty, and the American
mills never have recovered.

““CONDITIONS NOW ARE DIFFEKENT

‘““The gentleman who Weceded me said that in the last four or five years the
industry in the State of Washington has revived; that the mills are now offering
a better shingle. That is true. We are prepared to furnish any shingle the trade
will demand, but we are getting tired of not heing treated grade for grade. They
bring this stuff in here [exhibiting a sample] and call it a sclect, a perfect, a class
A State of Washington shingle, and thus discount the business. Grade them
grade for grade and we will compete and furnish a straight-grain shingle to any
firm that wants to paint it and get a fancy price. We do not make much money
on the shingle itself. The money is in the fancy, stained product. That price is
all the traffic will bear, and that is where the profit is. The shingle men in
western Washington and Oregon certainly have the intelligence. If they were
not the victims of this ‘squeeze play,” which is being worked to their discredit,
theyv could and would get a bigger share of the high-priced shingle business.
But they have this to contend with in addition to the struggle with the patent-
roofing people, whose products, with some exceptinns, can not begin to compare
in serviceability with good shingles.
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““OPPOSITION TO TARIFF FROM ‘HALF-AMERICANS'

“They are not Canadians who are here urging that no tariff duty be levied
on lumber and shingles. They are Americans whose bread is buttered on the
wrong side. They own Canadian timber, and they find it more profitable to
cut it into lumber and shingles in Canada than to erect their mills in the United
States. So long as Canadian manufacturers and these half-Americans in Canada
can mect the demands of the great American consuming publie, mills in the
United States have no market at all, hecause thev can not meet the foreign-
made prices. When the market demands more than the Canadian and half-
Ameriean mills in Canada can Produce, the American manufacturer gets a share
of the business. Scores of mills in western Washington and Oregon have becn
forced to the wall. The tremendous increase in importations from Canada
proves this control of the situation by these Canadian and half-American inter-
ests.  Our home mannfacturers are helpless and will continue helpless unless or
until they get the assistance which a tariff duty, and nothing else, will provide,

“The gentleman from Texas (Mr. Garner) is right. We have not lost our
activity. We think, in the State of Wagshington, that we are the Yankces of the
Northwest. Perhaps the Yankee trick of drying the shingles too tight made us
pay a penalty, but the competition is too hard when our money moves over into
Canad:, where the business is concentrated; where there is one shipping center,
Vancou-er, British Columbia, instead of several shipping centers, as is the situa-
tion in the States of Washington and OQregon. It is a killing competition. Itisa
‘squeeze play,’ and therefore 1 think we are right in appealing for a tariff, "

A PLEA FOR CONSIDERATION

Regardless of any opposition which may be or may have been presented against
a shingle and cedar lnmber tariff, the request of the United States cedar industry
for tariff protection is fairly and rightly entitled to the thoughtful and careful
consideration of all Member of Congress.

The distressed and deplorable condition of the American cedar iudustry is the
result of an act of Congress. It may be fairly terined a congressional wrong
againgt American labor, American bhusiness, and American industry, and surely
Congress will correct its own wrong.

The present tariff act charges an import tax on logs, paragraph 401. The
cedar industry recognizes the right of the American logger to protection, but this
fact remains that the imposition of that tax raised log prices in the United States
and towered log costs in British Columbia. It gives favor, benefit, and advan-
tage to the foreign production of shingles and cedar lumber over the production
of the same American products. In effect it affords actual United States tariff
protection to foreign production and foreign competition, and gives employ-
ment preference to foreign and oriental labor over the American workman., It
has forced and is forcing idleness to American labor and American industry, and
it has driven and is driving American capital and American citizens out of
the United States to a foreign country. °

Canadian tariff laws charge an export tax on logs, and limit, restrict, and
prohibit log shipments to American mills. American lumber is charged an import
tax of 25 per cent if shipped to Canadian markets, but Canadian shingles and
lumgelt"s are granted free, unlimited, and unrestricted entry to all United States
markets.

Those laws are the basic cause for the existing distress to the American cedar
industry. They show the reason for the 399 per cent production gain in British
Columbia, and they explain why American production has sustained an average
16 per cent loss for the past number of years.

he United States cedar industry is not attempting to criticize. It is beggin
for right and justice. It admits its inability to continue operations in the face o
antagonistic and discriminatory tariffs, and is asking that those discriminations
be removed, and that equal opportunity be given to American labor and Amer-
ican industry in the production of shingles and cedar lumber for American con-
sumption. It ashs that this industry brief and petition be thoughtfully considered
by the Members of Congress.

GENERAL REASONS FOR A CEDAR TARIFF

A tariff is needed on shingles and cedar lumber—

To prevent the forcing of American labor and American manufacture into
direct and open competition in the United States markets with foreign and
orientally produced shingles and cedar lumber.
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To protect and give emplovment to American labor, which has bheen forced
into much idleness hecause of the enormous foreign importations of competing
shingles and cedar lumber.

To give at least an equal opportunity to American lahor and American ind':stry
in ttl:e tgroduction of American shingles and cedar lumber for sale in American
markets.

To eliminate existing advantages which are now afforded foreign shingle and
fedzg' lumber production over the production of American shingles and cedar
umber.

To remove discriminations and handicaps now existing against the production
of shingles and cedar lumber in the United States.

To foster, encourage, and increase American business and American industry
and prevent increased distress to the American cedar industry, its labor, and inci-
dent business activitics.

To prevent the present discriminatory tariff from continuing to drive American
capital, American labor, and American industry out of the United States to a
foreign nation.

To promote the general welfare of the people of the United States, increase
American pay rolls, assist American progress, and advance American prosperity.

To carry out and fulfill the pledges and promises of hoth of the great political

arties, which have promised and pledged protection to Ameriean labor and Amer-
ican industry, to the end that American labor and American industry may again
command the home market, may maintain the American standard of living,
and count upon steady employment in the accustomed fields.

SOURCE OF OPPOSITION TO CEDAR TARIFF

It has been repeatedly charged that the United States cedar industry is divided
as to the need or advisability of a tariff on shingles and cedar lumber. In reply
to this we make the following unqualified and unequivocal statement: Except
for those few in the industry who have Canadian interests, the American cedar
industry is a unit in its request for protection against foreign-made cedar shingles
and cedar lumber. The very few manufacturers and timber owners who oppose
:. tartiﬂ' either own Canadian mills or timber or are obligated to Canadian in-

erests.

At the recent tariff hearings before the House Ways and Means Committee
not even one United States cedar mill was listed as opposing a tariff on shingles
and dedar lumber. One part owner of a Washington shingle mill, who has
extensive shingle mill interests in British Columbia, presented his individual
opposition to the tariff, but he did not even pretend that he was representing
the opposition of his Washington mill against such tariff.

The opponents of a shingle and cedar lumber tariff, who appeared hefore the
Ways and Means Committee, were shingle-staining companies and importers;
and the principal and leading opposition presented was clearly that of American
foreign ownerships and importing interests.

These men take improper advautage of their American citizenship when they
attempt to influence an American Congress in favor of a foreign competing country
and against che interests of other American citizerns who have no foreign affilia-
tions. We respectfully submit that while sclf-interest is in many situations
entirely proper, it is entitled to no consideration at the hands of the United
States Congress when it is based on foreign property ownership or affiliation
with fgreign interests or subservience to forecign domination.

THE CANADIAN LOBBY IN THE UNITED STATES

It is well known and susceptible of definite proof that Canadian manufac-
turers and timber owners have raised large sums of money to fight a tariff on
forest products and to maintain an active lobby in Washington. This lobby
has flooded the country with misleading literature, it has been instrumental in
securing resolutions of {)rotcst from many retail lumber dealers and from a few
farm organizations, and in various other ways has songht and is seeking to in-
{lt:fncte the Congress of the United States to deny justice to a suffering American
industry.

Every activity of this lobby is directly traceable to Canadian and importing
interests—paid for largely by Canadian money—although pretending to be
working for those few Americans who have Canadian mill or timber properties.
It is understood that the official name of this lobby is the National Association
Against a Lumber and Shingle Tariff. Its address at this writing (May. 1929)




WO0OD AND MANUFACTURES OF 103

is 1006 Hill Building, Washington, D. C. Its listed officers are A. W, Cooper,
an ex-sccretary of the Western Pine Association, and Clarence H. Bahr, an
attorney at law of Washington, D. C,

This lobby has secured resolutions of protest from numerous groups of retail

lumber dealers and from shingle-staining concerns. It is entircly natural that
the shingle-staining companies should desire to retain present conditions, which
gives them frequent opportunities for manipulating the wholesale market. But
aside from this a tariff will impose no hardship on them. The retail dealer’s
profit margin will not be lowered, for a retailer is under no obligation to handle
a coinmodity to which he can not attach such margin as he considers adeguate.
The manufacturer of shingles and cedar lumber realizes the necessity for the
[)rospcrity of the retailer. Be is probably the most valued and most important
ink in the chain between the forest and the consumer. The retailer will find
that it is the American manufacturer’s desire to cooperate with him in supplying
desirable forest products at prices which will to as large an extent as possible
climinate substitute materials.

Members of Congress should remember that the retail dealers who presented
opposition to the imposition of a shingle and cedar lumber tariff, merely cntered
general objections to the levying of such duties. They offered no proofs of even
probable damage or injury to themselves because of such tariffs.

The three shingle-staining companies asserted an inability to purchase the
desired shingles from American manufacturers. They even claimed Amecrican
manufacturers had deelined to manufacture the desired grades of shingles.
Such claimg, in the face of closed American shingle mills, anxious to operate, and
idle American shingle workers, begging for jobs, is nothing less than ridiculous.
It is probably undeservirg of a reply, but American shingle and cedar lumber
manufacturers wish it to be distinctly known. and understood that they will
willingly and gladly produce any kind or grades of shingles or eedar lumber, at
any time, and in any amount that may bhe desired. All they ask is an equal
opportunity with foreign competitors, and a chance to fairly compete in the
production of shingles and cedar lumber for American markets,

The United States cedar industry conscientiousty believes that a shingle and
cedar lumber tarifl will not injure any American citizen in any way, and asserts
that instead, through increased American pay rolls, extended American business,
and resulting greater American prosperity, a shingle and cedar lumber tariff will
be © positive, definite, and important henefit to American labor, American busi-
nesy, and American industry.

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU DOES NOT OBJECT

While certain grange organizarions have entered resolutions against a tariff
on shingles and cedar lumbher, it should be noted that the granges of Washington
and Oregon have not done so. These granges of the West, whose inembers are
in close tonch with the forest industries, know the deplorable conditions existing,
and do not oppose the proteetion to others which they themselves aie secking on
their farm products.

Mr. Chester H. Gray, representing the American Farm Bureau Federation, a
tremendously large group of Americans, stated specifically in his testimony before
the House Ways and Means Commiittee that his organization was not against
such protection. We quote from Mr. Gray's testimony, pages 8033 and 8034,
Volume XV, hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, Houase of
Representatives, Seventieth Congress, second session:

“Mr. Garser. I notice that you are taking the position now tlit the manu-
facturer is taking * * * If protection is a good thing, if it is economnically
sound, why should it not apply to all the industries of the country?

“Mr, Gray. It does apply and should apply.

“Mr. GARNER. You are obeying the orders of your employers. You are an
employee of the American Farm» Bureau Federation, and they have expressed
themselves. I notice a number of letters and resolutions by farmers’ organiza-
tions in various parts of the country—whether it is in response to propaganda or
what it is, I do not know—containing resolutions with reference to a duty on
shingles, we will say. Let us take that particular thing. They say they want to
build their house cheaply. That may be proper. But I thought, ii that is a
correct theory, the fellow that works in a Massachusetts factory might want to
purchase his farm products more cheaply also, and therefore there ought not to
be any duty on it.

“Mr. GrRay. You will notice that I did not include lumber, shingles, and logs
in the argument this morning.”
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ATTITUDE OF THE LUMBER ASSOCIATIONS

Among other misleading statements, the Canadian lobby mukes capital out of
the fact that the West Coast Lumbermen’s Association and several other large
associations of lumbermen have not officially and as or%anizations gone on record
with a demand for a tariff on forest products. Mr. Cooper and Mr, Bahr are
well aware of the fact that these organizations have never entered politics; that
because they have members in hoth the United States and Canada they have
avoided all discussion of tariffs; that it is their policy not to enter inte con-
troversics which may hamper their work of extending the use of forest products.

The Northern Pine Manufacturers’ Association passed a resolution opposing a
tariff, but later withdrew it. The Wester Pine Association (of which Mr. Cooper
was forinerly sccretary), which passed a resolution of protest, is a small group of
operators led to a considerable extent by members having Canadian interests,
But it is well known that not even all the members of this latter association are
actually opposed to a tariff on shingles and cedur lumber. Furthermore, €9 per
cent or more of all the various individual American members of lumber associa-
tions in this country favor a duty on forest products.

A REAL AMERICAN WHOLESALER AND RETAILER'S VIEW

When the Canadian antitariff lobby attempted to secure the support of the
Southwestern Retailers Association, the sccretary of that organization, Mr.
E. E. Woods, of Kansas City, approached scme of the principal members to get
an expression of opinion. He was sent the following letter by Mr. Paul Doneghy,
treasurer of the M. R. Smith Lumber & Shingle Co., with general offices at Kansas
City, Mo. While this company is a manufacturer of shingles, it does in addition
an extremely large wholesale aid retail business, buying and selling very large

uantities of both United States and British Columbia shingles and lumber.

r. Doneghy’s letter follows:

E. E. Woobs,
Secretary Southwestern Lumbermen's Association
Kansas City, Mo.

Dear ErNest: Returning herewith correspondence which was the subject
matter of some of our conversation of yesterday, we have, of course, given the
question of a tariff on Canadian lumber and shingles some consideration.

Our company, besides being rather extensively interested in loggiiig and manu-
facturing American timber, is, of course, wholesaling red cedar shingles and
doing business with mills on hoth sides of the international line in the Pacifie
Northwest. Naturally, therefore, we would prefer to have any statements
contained in this letter considered as the writer's personal viewpoint and not as
officially representing the attitude of the M. R. Smith Lumber & Shingle Co.

* * * ]t probably depends largely on an individual’s financial interest
ag. tol whether he is for or against an import duty on Canadian lumber and
shingles.

T'o me, however, test of the question is not the effect of such an import duty
but its fairness. Bricfly, the main reason that the majority of American Jumber-
men in the Pacific Northwest want the tariff is the fact that American labor
should not be forced to compete with the Hindu and Chinese labor so largely
used in British Columbia mills; that American timber owners, on account of
both first cost and carrying charges, should not be compelled to compete with
Canadian owners or contractors who are to some extent subsidized by the Can-
adian Government in accordance with existing market conditions; and the third
further fact that probably 90 per cent of British Columbia cedar shingles and
Bossibly 76 per cent of British Columbia lumber is marketed and used in the

nited States.

The British Columbia interests are opposing the tariff and stating their main
scason as the additional handicap which will be placed on the lumber and shingle
business by the increased cost a tariff will place on the product. I do not believe
that a tariff will materially increase the cost of either lumber or cedar shingles to
the retail vards. If it would, and such increased cost he passed on to the retailer
and consumer, why are the British Columbia lumber and shingle interests so
vigorously fighting the tariff proposal? Possibly a small part of the additional
cost might he passed on to the retailer, but the very decided advantage of a
steady market not subject to such wide fluctuations—which would naturally be
the result of more continuous and steady operation on the part of American mills

Kanaas Ciry, Mo., May 2, 1929,
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when proteeted by a fair tariff—would result in lowered costs and a more
stabilized American industry, which would result in a decided henefit not only to
the Altlnericau manufacturers of lumber and shingles, hut also to the retail trade
as well. .

If the Southwestern Lumbermen’s Association desires to go on record on this
tariff measure, there is little doubt that the vast majority of its members would
favor the pro(lmsed import duty on lumber and shingles, as a careful study by
any fair-minded retailer through the territory covered by the Southwestern
Lumbermen’s Association would result in his decision that his intercsts would
hest be served hy such a tariff,. However, it is primarily a matter in which the
American manufacturers have a very vital issue against foreign manufacturers
not only in British Columbia but als: in Soviet Russia, and, personally, I would
hate to see any retailer in this section of the United States go on record as op-
posing a tariff for the protection of American labor, American manufacturers
and American industry.

Best wishes.

Yours very truly,
Pavi DonEguy.

VALUE OF CEDAR INDUSTRY AND ITS PROSPECTS

The Northwest cedar industry has a capital investment of more than
$560,000,000, exclusive of timber holdings. At the (})resent, cedar mills are
%:'eatly depreciated in value, because of long-continued unsuccessful operations.

iven under the present adversc and discriminatory conditions, the annual
?ay roll of the industry, including woods operations, totals close to $15,000,000.

t is estimated that the present stand of timber, without consideration of normal
growth or reforestation activities, will permit the continuance of cedar-mill
orerations for a period of more than 50 years. The total cedar-industry em-
ployment, when operating, is about 10,000 workmen. In these figures there is
no inclusion of incident activities supported in whole or in part by the cedar
industry. If the value of the cedar industry to various kindred interests was
possible of ascertainment, its total worth to American business, American lahor,
%nd the Nation as a whole, would show a very material increase over the ahove

gures.

Since 1922 more than half of the cedar mills of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho,
have been forced into bankruptey or out of business, and at least half of all
remaining American cedar milis are now practically bankrupt.

Bearing out the United States cedar industry’s contention of hea.vly mortalit
among American mills, we quote the following from the report of the Tari
Commission:

“Low prices and the expectation of still lower prices, have not only led to
restrictions on output, but also to bankruptcies, retirements from businers, and
receiverships. These have been particularly numerous in Washingtor and
Oregon. (P. 56, Tariff Commission’s report.)

‘“Another serious aspect of the present situation in the Pacific shingle industry
is that many mills that have continued in business have operated at a loss or on a
very slender margin of profit. (P. 36, Tariff Commission’s report.)”’

If shingles and cedar lumber are continued on the unprotected list for another

eriod of years it is a certainty that nearly all American cedar mills will be forced
into bankruptey or out of business. This would result in a great waste of Ameri-
can timber, in the lowering of American timber values, in decreasing American
commerce, lowering general property values, increasing taxes on remaining prop-
erties, the driving to poverty of thousands whose lifelong activities have been
in the production of cedar products, the bringing of extreme distress and depres-
sion to many shingle and cedar-lumber producing centers, and in spreading this
distress and depression, at least to a limited extent, to even greater areas. The
United States Government and the States of Washington and Oregon own large
tracts of timber, and would sustain immense losses, as would also thousands of
individual timber owners,

The Federal Government alone owns 18,000,000,000 feet of the 49,000,000,00C
feet of cedar standing in Washington and Oregon.

¢
CONSERVATION

It is claimed by some that the frce importation of shingle and lumber products
produces conservation of American timber. This is not true. Aside from the
vast areas of timber owned by the United States Government and the govern-
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ments of the Western States, the timber is in private hands. These private
interests are confronted by heavy taxation, the necessity for realizing on their
investments, and the hazards of forest fires. They must cut their timber. Foreign
importations can not stop this cutting; such importations only result in demoral-
izing conditions for the American }l)‘roducer so that his timber properties are liqui-
dated without adequate return. The continuance of free lumber and shingles will
not aid conservation. It merely brings loss to the American timher owner and to
the American labor engaged in the timber industry. Instead of conservation
it is confiscation!

But protection to the American timber industry will bring not only a measure
of prosperity to the thousands of men engaged and employed in it, but it will
result in the closer and better utilization which every forest economist prays
for, and will make possible the perpetuation of our timber supply. A bankrupt
industry can not grow timber; an industry in which there is no profit can not
command funds for perpetuation. But given assurance that American markets
will not be kept completely open to destructive forcign competition, and the
American timber industry can and will perpetuate itself.

That a reasonably profitable forest industry is essential to vur national welfare
is thoroughly understood by all students of the situation, With reasonable profits
will come closer utilization; with closer utilization our present immense stands of
virgin timber will automatically be tremendously increased in available footage;
with more adequate returns to those engaged in forest activities there will be funds
for preparing the cut-over arcas for new forest growth, for protection against forest
fires; and with all these things made possible there will be timber in perpetuity.

FREE CEDAR BRINGS ONLY DESTRUCTION

By no sound method of reasoning ean there by evolved a valid argnwment that
free lumber and shingles will result in conservation, but if for argument we accept
this theory, we must point out that in the case of cedar lumber and cedar shingles
we have a situation which from any conservation viewpoint can not possibly
be bettered by leaving such products without a protective tariff.

Here is the reason:

In our States cedar trees do not grow in solid ““stands.” The cedar is inter-
mingled with the fir, hemlock, and spruce, with fir usually greatly predominating.
Fir being the big crop, the logger establishes his operation to log for &r primarily,
but as he goes along he brings out also the cedar. If the cedar-manufacturing
industry is put out of business, you will not have conserved that cedar timber;
you will merely have destroyed the value of those trees, for if the logger can not
find a sale for them he can only leave them in the woods. Then such of these
trees as are not destroyed as incident to the logging of the fir surrounding them,
are left a prey to fire. The logging slashings must be burned to allow new forests
to spring up, and it would be totally impracticable to protect from fire the scatter-
ing cedar trees left.

PRODUCTION COSTS

Some claims have been made that British Columbia production costs on shingles
and cedar lumber are as high or higher than United States costs. If such claims
were true there would be no possible accounting for the tremendous growth of
the industry in Canada, because it is a certainty that if American manufacturers
enjoyed & lower production cost they would not permit their markets to be taken
away from them.

That Canadian costs are lower than A merican costs is proved by the report
of the United States Tariff Commission on the red-cedar industry submitted to
the President of the United States, made in 1927. In the production of shingles
and cedar lumber the important items of cost which should properly be given
consideration in arriving at comparisons between the United Statesand Canada are
ais folllol\)vs: Logs (raw material), manufacturing piece labor, and manufacturing
time labor.

Regarding costs of the above items, we take the report of the United States
Tariff Commission.

‘‘oN LoGs

‘It appears that for the five and one-half years covered by Table 5-A (1921 to
first half 1926) cedar-log prices in Washington and Oregon exceeded those in -
British Columbia, on the average by $2.256. In 1925, the year for which cost
data were obtained by the commission, the excess was $2.31; in the first six
months of 1926, owing to the great accumulation of logs in British Columbia
waters, it had risen to $2.52.” (P. 11, Tariff Commission’s report.)
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Present (1929) cedar-log prices in the United States (Puget Sound region) are
$35 per 1,000 fcet for lumber logs, and $21 I})er 1,000 feet for shingle logs.
Brltlsh Columbia cedar-log prices, according to United States consular seports, are
$25 to $27 for lumber logs, and $10 ard $19 for No. 3 and No. 2 logs, correspond-
ing to United States shingle logs. The differences to-day favoring the Canadians
are an average of $3 to 85, depending on amount of No. 3 in the raft, on shingle
logs and $8 to 10 on lumber logs, making a log-cost advantage to Canadians of
approximately 14 to 24 per cent on shingle timber and 26 per cent on lumber logs.

As further proof of cheaper log prices in British Columbia, we refer to the
reco‘rds.of the United States Department of Commerce reports from the Bureau
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. The records referred to, covering prices in
Japan of American and Canadian cedar logs, invariably show lower prices for the
British Columbin logs. The fo'lowing quotations are typical, in so far as showing
lower Canadian_prices, and ace taken from the cable of .\cting Commereial
Attaché Joseph E. Ehlers, Tokyo, May 8, 1929:

Red cedar logs, No. 1 (grade):

Puget Somnd. ... e et e ———aes 238

British Columbia.._ . ... ____._._._.. mmmmemememeeeeeemmm————— 31
Red cedar logs, No. 2 (grade):

Puget Sound. .. oo e e e e 29

British Columbifte ae - oo oo o e e oo e e ettt 23
Red cedar logs, No. 3 (grade):

Puget Sound. - . e c——————— 23

British Columbia . .o ..ot oo e mmmemsam—c—caea 20

(Freight charges are included in the above prices.)

[f it is asked why, with these differcnces in prices, the Japanese do not buy
all their log requirements in British Columbia, it must be remembered that
purchase of cedar logs for export in British Columbia is controlled by Canadian
governmental export restrictions, and only limited quantities are permitted to
be exported.

MANUFACTURING PIECE LABOR

“Picce” labor in a shingle mill includes generally only the ‘“‘sawing’” and
“packing.” In Amecrican shingle mills this labor is all performed by white men.
In British Columbia, according to thc Tariff Commission’s report (p. 21), it is
shown that oriental labor constituted 45 per cent of the total, while of the packers,
90 per cent were orientals, chietly Chinese. The Tariff Commission’s report
says also (p. 21) that “unli' two mills employed no orientals—these two because
they are lucated on lands leased from the Government under provision that no
oriental labor be employed.”

The above shows that among picceworkers in Canadian mills a very high per-
centage ave orientals, The following figures, from page 24, Table 11, of the Tariff
Commission’s report, proves that in the manufacture of the XXxxXx grade, con-
stituting the great bulk of shingles produced in British Columbia, oriental sawyers
are paid on an average 412 cents less per thousand shingles in day work and §
cents less per thousand shingles in night work than are white sawyers. On a
basis of 26,000 to 30,000 shingles per man per day, this gives a wage to the
oriental sawyers of from $1.24 to $1.43 less per day than white sawyers. Accord-
ing to the commission’s report, the white sawyers in Canada are paid 1 cent
more per thousand shingles than the average in the United States, but when the
materially lower wage to the great number of orientals is considered, it will readily
be seen that the total cost of sawing of comparable grades under comparable con-
ditions is materially lower in Canada. The average packing rate is shown as
the same for day work, but packers in British Columbia on night work receive 1
cent per thousand less thar American packers; and inasmuch as the total cut
per day is less, the daily wage reccived is materially lower in British Columbia.

MANUFACTURING TIME LABOR

In manufacturing time labor there are also many orientals employea in British
Columbia, 23 per cent being shown by the Tariff Commission’s report. The
report reads (p. 23, par. 1): . .

“It will be noted that daily wage rates are generally lower in British Columbia
than in Washington and Oregon. * * * Common labor is paid, on the aver-
age, $4 per day in Washington and Oregon and $3 in British Columbia.”

So we find a 25 per cent ditference in common labor pay to the advantage of the
Britisn Columbia mills.
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A WAGE BSCALE ANALYZED

Considerable emphasis has been laid on the claim that certain “jobs” in
British Columbia cedar manufacturing plants are higher paid than the same jobs
in the United States. A little extra pay to a few ‘“‘key’’ men may make a show-
ing in an “‘average’’ table when only one man to a job is considered, but very
little in the total cost of manufacture. The table of averages mercly takes the
rate J)er man per day; it does not show the daily pay of the entire mill crew com-
bined. To make this latter presentation, we have made the following analysis
of a typical 6-machine mill. (Data taken from figures shown on p. 22 of Tariff

Commission’s report.)

1
I Average wage
Total ° Total
Number of men | : British |, United
British | United | Columbia . States

I Columbia | States '
1 DOOM MAN...ceaucencnncnccrcocncacssccccsccancsaccneas : $4.57 . $4.95 $4.57 i $4.95
1CUt-Off MAN. ... ecccecccenereccesconcennscane ' 4.69 5.50 4.69 ; 5.50
2deck MeN...cc.uemeneereemcnccccecrcecnccorccccccnnanan 3.52: 4.65 7.04 9.30
1Kknee bOltor. ......eeneeenncencrcccnaccncecnnceccnnanan 5.00 ; 5.90 5.00 | 5.90
2 blockpilers. .. .. ememennennan . . o 3.28 | 4.25 6.56 8.50
lt:il‘ls'm ............................................. 4.57 4.80 4.57 ' 4.80
2 loaders... cecnccmsererscascansnancnsnarannn 3.24 4.30 6.48 8.60
T 0.54 | 9.50 0.54 | 9.50
1engINeer. ..ouceerucnccrnaccncioccancnccannccncocncace ' 6.44 ; 5.80 6.44 | 5.80
3fireraen. .. I IIIIIT Il : 3.53 | 4.20 10.50 | 1260
2common 1abor........ccaeeeieeccianconrmrccncnccnres : 3.00 | 4.00 6.00 . 8.00
Total......... ceeienacecanenan veeeeneanen 71.48 | 83.45
Difference per day favoring British Colunitia.......... ; ............ ; ........................ ! 1.9

i

American wage scale 16.7 per cent higher than British Columbia for ti:ie average
sized mill shown.

It is plainly shown by the above that while 2 men of the typical crew received
slightly higher wages than in the United States, 16 men were paid lower wages,
and that the total pay for the day’s operation was 16.7 per cent higher in the
United States than in British Columbia.

It will be noted from the foregoing paragraphs that British Columbia cedar
manufacturers have considerably lower log costs, considerably lower piece-labor
costs, and considerably lower time-labor costs, ranging from an average of 21

r cent or more on loFs (at present) to 19 per cent on sawing labor and 16.7
per cent on general mill labor.

LOG SCALING DIFFERENCES

It will be noted from published statements that the British Columbia manu-
facturers indicate that their production of shingles from a thousand feet of logs
averages 7,750. Yet the provincial government’s forest branch has established
10,000 shingles to the thousand feet of logs as the basis for scaling cedar, and
test runs, made under the supervision of the Government’s forest branch, prove
that mills will actually receive not less than 10,000 shingles to the thousand feet

of logs.

We offer the following uncontrovertible evidence from page 149 of the British
Columbia Trade Directory and Yearbook for years 1927-28, appearing under
the head of ‘“Scaling and Grading”:

““On the coast official scalers arc now charged with the work of grading logs
under the provisions of the forest act. Besides acting for the Government, an
official scaler holds the balance between logger and manufacturer, and accurate
judgment as to the true contents of logs in thus doubly necessary. Scaled booms
are therefore tallied through the mills when opportunity offers, and in the follow-
ing table some results are shown which fully justify (in the case of cedar) both
the grades established by the forest branch and the judgment shown by the scalers
in interpreting these gracles. The contention of the forest branch that the No. 2

rade would yield 10,000 shingles per 1,000 feet of scale measurement is shown
in this table to be correct.”
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{From p. 149, British Columbia Trade Directory and Yearbook, for years 1027-28)

Seale No.1, | No.2, ! Total,
— Number| £%€ | No.1 | No.2 | Total | AVeraRe | average . average
Mill No. of logs nmﬁire shiogles | shingles | shingles |, BV th(m;md[ th(!').xesrand
feet feet | feet
NO. 2 GRADE LOGS i
214,481 | 12,600 227,081 1L17 ! 0.65 | 1182
140,250 G000 44250 | 981 ! .42 | 1023
156,050 | 16,460 | 172,510 9563 1008°  10.571
161,500 | 9,50 171,000| 9.03 | 3¢ ; 962
612,280 | 44,50 | 716,841 | 095 1| .66 | 10.60
i '
182,750 | 24,500 | 207,250}  7.57 Lot | g8
12440 2250 14600| 7.4 134 ; 878
195100 | 26,750) 21,000] 7.5 |, 103 | 8
15600 | 1,500 | 17,000 9.99 .07 10.06
iL70 ! 200 1,00 10.97 B 1.20
2,240 13,750 28,000 10.39 .67 11.08
Combined average. e [ i .......... l .......... 10.09
1 |

From the above it will be noted that Canadian logs, publicly sawed under
test conditions, yield an average of 10.09 thousand shingles per thousand feet
of logs, instead of 7.76 thousand.

HIGHER F.0G COSTS ON AMERICAN BIDE
What is paid for logs is the re:.1 measure of material cost, regardless of scaling

differences. That log costs are decidedly higher in the United States than in
British Columbia is clearly shown from the following examples:

Raft No. 326, Capilano Timber Co. (Ltd.), August 30, 1928
BRITISH COLUMBIA SCALE AND PRICE

t
Price per
Number [ 50,14 feet !ttu}ustand Total prico
e

of logs }

—— !
o2 P 3 S T U 86| 187,000 $25.00 | 4,675.22
Cedar NO. 2.ccuceececccanuacerenanacncacccaccnccaccnccncace 90 142,614+ 19.00 2,709. 67
Lo B I TR 18 185210 10.00 185,21
D T 194 ‘ 348,144 Loeenn... I 7,570.10

UNITED STATES SCALE AND PRICE

Cedar UMBEE10ZS. o ceeeenreeenmeenreanneneecemenncannnae i 99 206,500 $35.00] $7,230.65
Shingle cedarl. . cueeneneneenncacceaceanetancraneranannan ! ) 116,750 ; 2000| 2,451.75
TOAY. . casneercoeeceevaeacanesaenracacceacanarnaannas ! 194! 323,340 .......... 9,682, 40
Cost in British Columbla......cccueeeeumaaeennenecnrenacnnn " .......... froeaceneans [ 7, 570. 10
Cost advantage to British Columbla manufacturers..; .......... 1 ............ [ 2,112.30

63310—29—voL 4, 8¢'HED 4——8



110 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Raft No. 357/363, Capilano Timber Co. (Ltd.), October 28, 1928
BRITISH COLUMBIA SCALE AND PRICE

1

. ) ; Price per:
, ‘\(‘)'f"l";zg" Board fect gth?u::tandi Total prico
i | et
l SN S
COAE NO. L.eeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeomoneeeeees 'f o 2020 w00l ssema
Cedar NO. 2ol i 208 81,57 2000 563158
Cedal N0 3.e e ceeeenrecrancaranneaneannaamaemnaes : 207 124910; 105 : 1,311.55
TOA). caeecoocceiccacecrancaoreacanraacanaanennannan ; 584 . 626,719 ‘ .......... L 12,889.32
UNITED STATES SCALE AND PRICE
e e e e —_ et B -
Lumbercedar... ... .. iiiciiiiiiiiaiaaeas ! 08 ¢+ 218,550 ' $35.00 § $7, 649. 4
Shingle cedar... . 490 0 36%,630 2100 T,74L23
Total.._......... eeemeeoeeca e eeeoanaeeanann 598 | S8R 180 L., I 15,300, 4%
Cost in British Columbla. . .. . e e bo12,R80.32

—
=3

Cost advantage to British Columbia manufacturers.. .. ....... ccceerenn sesnaanean C35100.

A total of 34 raft scales were presented to the Wayvs and Means Committee
by opponents of a shingle and cedar-lumber tariff at the tariff hearings before
that committee. The scales of those rafts are shown to vary fromn 4 to 23 per
cent lower in Washington than in British Columbia. They showed a total
footage reduction by the Washington scale of 1,383,000 feet. Notwithstanding
such footage reduction, and the surprising scale variances, which can not be
explained, the identical rafts in British Columbia, on the British Columbia
scales shown, and at British Columbia prices, cost $31,500 less than the cost
for exactly the same rafts in Washington, on American seales, and at .\merie~n
prices. The cost differences so shown evidence an average advantage to Britisn
Columbia shingle production of more than 3900 per raft, or 33Y4 cents per thou-
sand shingles. Such a difference, added to that of lower labor cost, equals
approximately the production-cost difference American shingle producers elaim
as an existing cost advantage favoring British Columbia shingle production over
the production of the same product in Washington and Oregon; and this differ-
ence is shown on the specially selected rafts chosen by opponents of a shingle
and cedar-lumber tariff.

SHINGLE PRODUCTION AND IMPORTATION FIGURES AND GAINS AND LOSSES

Shingle production in Washington and Oregon and British Columbia, and
Washington and Oregon losses and British Columbia gains are shown in the
following table:

British Shingle, Washington : Washing-
Year Caolumbia, thousand | Cenadian and Oregon, ' ton and
total thou- | imports to gain total thou- * Oregon,
sand cut  {United States| . sand cut loss
- Per cent
643,000 1............ bl TI8,000 . .. ...
1, 060, 000 895,032 7,280,000 0.05
1, %95, 000 1,486,933 194 6, 650, 000 , 14
2,010, 000 1,769,333 212 7,211,000 : 05
2, 000 1,924,139 272 6,794,000 . 12
2, 162,000 1,878, 465 21! 4,520,000 ¢ 41
2,151,000 1,487, 480 24 7, 625,000 (1]}
2, 136, 000 1, 062, U6 232 ! 5, 136, 000 33
2,374,000 2,163,611 269 i 5,733,000 25
1, 826, 000 2,318, 185 : , 153,000 | .08
, 804, 2,579,836 191' 6,398,000 H
2,537, 000 2,667, 48 310 6, 082, 000 | 21
, 685, 2,513,257 a7 6, 639, 000 ! 14
3, 200, 000 2,48Y, 120 399 6, 444, 000 | 18
12,900,000 | 11,468,787 |.ccucuea.. 16,295,000 j..........
31,220,000 | 28,501,234 |.......... 97, 667, 00V ! ...... .-

{ Unofficlal. See Tariff Commission’s report, p. 51.
{Gains and losses all figured from 1913, the year of tariff removal.)
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The foregoing table shows that shingle imports to the United States equal
91.3 per cent of the reported British Columbia production from 1913 to 1928,
It will be noted the reported production for the years 1922, 1923, and 1924
is less than the imports for those years.

DUTY ON CEDAR LUMBER IMPERATIVE

The manufacture of cedar “lumber” is not separate and not separable from
the shingle industry. Not all shingle mills make cedar lumber, but all cedar
lumber mills must convert a very large share of their logs into shingles, in the
ratio of from 65 to 80 per cent shingles. Therefore every mill making cedar
lumber is really only a shingle mill, turning a smaller part of its production
into a different-shaped and different-sized produect.

Cedar “lumber,” so called, is a specialized product. It is not used for general
struetural purposes, but is made almost entirely into hevel siding and bungalow
siding, used for exterior sidewall purposes, where it comes into competition
with certain domestic woods, such a redwood, eyvpress, and others. It should
hardly be spoken of as ‘“‘lumber,” as that is too general a term. It could be
more accurately designated as ‘“cedar hevel siding and cedar hungalow siding.”

The Tariff Commission made an investigation of cedar lnmber manufacturing,
but, owing to the impossibility of segregating the manufacturing cost from
that of shingles, no report has been made. It scems very certain, however,
that the production-cost advantage on the Canadian side as regards cedar lnmber
is even greater than is the case with shingles. At this writing, lumber logs,
so called, sell for $35 per thousand feet on Puget Sound; the price in British
Colvinbia for the similar grade is $25 to $27.

A very large proportion of cedar lnmber is shipped in mixed cars with shingles.
If there is no protection for cedar lumber the protection given shingles will be
almost totally offset, for the British Columbia manufacturer will simply absorb
with his lumber the tariff on the shingles. For instance, we will take a car of
100,000 extra clear shingles and 30,000 feet of clear bevel and bungalow siding.
Assuming a price of $3 per thousand for the shingles (the gresent market price
is actually somewhat lower) gives a total of $300, and at 25 per cent the duty
would be 875. Assuming a $42.50 average price for the siding (from data in
Eosession of the N1'ariff Commission), and the Canadian manufacturer would

ave to absorb only $2.50 on each thousand feet of siding to take care of the
entire duty on the shingles. An absorption of only a tritle over 6 per cent on his
siding would take care of and offset the whole tariff on the shingles.

Production of cedar lumber in British Columbia has increased tremendously
since 1913, and the annual production now approaches American production,
according to information in the hands of the United States 1'arif Commission.
If a tariff is not granted there are certain to he more Canadian mills bhuilt, with
resultant disaster to American producers. It is a menace which can not he too
strongly emphasized, and tariff protection on cedar lumber is imperative if
American combination mills are to survive.

PRODUCTION AND IMPORTATION OF CEDAR LUMBER

The cedar siding production for the year 1913 is not obtainable, but it is known
to be negligible. It is reported that only one mill, of rather smal] capacity,
‘was in operation at that time.

To-day British Columbia production of cedar lumber is approaching American
production. British Columbia manufacturers dominate the American markets,
and set the prices which American manufacturers shall receive.

Data in the hands of the Tariff Commission shows that for the two years
ending March 31, 1928. the imports of cedar lumber from Canada to the United
States were 108,210,000 feet, valued at $4,576,208. Consular reports for the
years 1927 and the first 11 months of 1928 show cedar imports at 57,820,000 feet
for the first period and 53,617,000 feet for the second period mentioned. Such
-evidence as is available indicates that the major portion of the total cedar lumber
production of British Columbia is shipped to the United States.

: anada assesses an import duty of 25 per cent ad valorem on American cedar
umber.
: PRICE DIFFERENCES AND “‘DUMPING "’

It has been frequently asserted that British Columbia manufacturers main-
tained a higher average price on the XXXXX and Perfection grades than was
.maintained by Washington and Oregon mills. Witnesses appearing before the
Ways and Means Committee, opposing a shingle and cedar lumber tariff, made
.3uch claims for shingles, but made none on cedar lumber.
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There are instances where Canadian shingles have sold at higher prices than
American shingles, and there are instances where American shingles have sold at
higher prices than Canadian shingles. There are also numerous instances where
Cansadian shingle and cedar lumber manufacturers have cut prices below the
American cost of production, and where whole trainloads of Canadian shingles
have been shipped to United States markets, when American mills were unable
to operate by reason of low prices. And there are instances where Canadian
:natnufacturers have cut the price of cedar lumber by as much as $10 a thousand
eet.

During the past two years these price cuts on shingles have not been so fre-
quent, but this has been due solely to their knowledge that our Congress contem-
plated making tariff changes and to their fear of such action. Iu order to main-
tain a semblance of fair competition, they have refrained to some extent from
some of the more vicious practices. The knowledge that tariff changes were
possible has acted as a temporary check, but it is certain that if once the re-
etraining influence no longer exists, they will immediately stop curtailment, even
build additional inills, and take fult benefit of their advantages in the way of
cheaper logs and cheaper labor.

About two years ago, in order to control the price action of the individual mills
in British Columbia, the manufacturers there formed what is called the ‘' Edg-
wood Association.”” This organization, controlling a very large proportion of
the British Columbia shingle machines, would be entirely illegal in the United
States but is legal in Canada. Its members have hound themselves to combine
and maintain prices for their highest grades, and have for some timne published
price lists ostensibly somewhat higher than the American prices for the same

rades, in order to make a showing that can he presented to the United States

ongress. However, these published prices are nullified by higher commissions
paid to salesmen, frequently augmented by secret rebates, and openly in many
cases by cutting the American prices on other grades if a certain percentage of
Canadian fixed-price grades are purchased. We show below a paragraph taken
from a sales letter issued on April 23, 1929, by the Kameo Shingle Co., of Van-
couver, British Columbia. The Kameo Shingle Co., which is a Huntting-Merritt
concern, is & member of the Canadian ‘“Edgwood Association.’”” This sales
letter informs their salesmen that if a certain ‘percentage of edge-grain shingles
are purchased, the salesmen may reduce the price on the Washington extra clear
grade. 1n order to sell their price-fixed shingles, they are permitted to cut below
the market price on Amercian shingles. The paragraph from the Kameo Shingle
Co.’s letter reads as follows (it is addressed * To our representatives’’):

“You will note that we have also changed the price on our 16-inch all clears
and extra clears in order to give you an opportunity of meeting the Washington
prices on this grade. In addition, we are going to make you a graduated price,
where orders contain §0,000 to 70,000 extra clears, balance of the car to he edge-
grain shingles, either XXXXX, Eurekas, or Perfections, you may make a price
on the extra clears of $2.80 per thousand, coast basis."”

On the date the above letter was issued, the American market price on extra
clear shingles, as shown by the Washington & Oregon Shingle Association report,
was $2.90 to $3 per thousand to the trade. The above offer by the Canadian mill
was to cut this price on the extra clear grade provided some of the ostensibly
fixed-price shingles were purchased.

PRICE FLUCTUATIONS AND CONSUMERS' GUARANTEE

Price fluctuation and market demoralization has seldom proved to be of any
benefit to the ultimate consumer. The benefit is to the speculator, to the detri-
ment of both producer and consumer. American consumers of shingles and cedar
lumber need have no fear that a shingle and cedar lumber tariff will produce ex-
orbitant prices for those products, because substitute roofings and sidings of the
various kinds will and do stand as a perpetual guarantee that only fair prices for
shingles and cedar lumber will and must be charged in order to prevent such sub-
stitutes from displacing our products.

COSTS TO CONSUMER WILL NOT BE INCREASED

The imposing of a 25 per cent duty on cedar lumber and shingles does not mean
that the price to the consumer will be increased 25 per cent. In the case of cedar
Iumber the selling price is governed by strongly competitive woods and in the case
of shingles by composition roofing.
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The Canadian manufacturer will still be in a nosition to give very active
competition. His profits will be reduced somewbat and he will find it more diffi-
cult to ‘““dump” his surpluses, but a 25 per cent duty wili not prevent him from
selling vast quantities in the United States. The Canadian logger, in our opinion,
will have to absorb the greatest part of this tariff, hecasue he is econmicaly in the
weakest position by reason of usually having a surplus of logs. The cedar comes
out with the fir in logging, so, regardless of what price the Canadian manufac-
turers offer the logger for his cedar (within economic reason), he must sell it.
If we are successful in curtailing part of the importations from Canada by reason
of having a tariff, the Canadian cedar-log su;g)ly will immediately mount, and
the Canadian mill men will certainly take advantage of this situation to the
fullest possible degree. It is more than merely likely, it is a practical certainty,
that a 25 per cent tariff will be absorbed wholly by the Canadians.

But if we for argument assume that the entire 25 per cent duty will foll on the
consumer, let us sce what it would amount to to the individual builder. The
average nhome can he covered by 16,000 shingles. With extra clear shingles
at 83 per thousand the cost would be $48, and adding the full 25 per cent there
would be an additional $12. The side walls of this average home will require
1,800 feet of bevel siding. If the builder uses the 6-inch clear grade his extra
cost would be less than $16, making a total extra cost of his home, if the entire
tariff is passed on to him, of less thun $28. FEven if he uses the wider siding,
carrying an average price of approximately $42 per 1,000 feet, his total increased
cost would be only $31. He huilds once or probably at the most twice in a life-
time. On a modest $5,000 home this increase—if it actually resulted—wonld he
only a trifle over one-half of 1 per cent. Surely this small additional cost would
be justified if it means the saving of a large and useful American industry.

But the imposition of a duty on shingles and cedar lumber will not increase
coste to the consumer. If the present part-time operations in American mills
is changed to something approaching full-time operations, as an effect of the
tariff, reductions will be made in manufacturing costs, and thus p.ermit the sale
of shingles and cedar lumber at lower prices than under part-time operations.

In any event, and even if all Canadian cedar products were completely ex-
cluded by a really prohibitive tariff, and even if all substitutes for cedar products
were in some way eliminated, there would still be enough competition among
domestic manufacturers to keep prices down to a very low level.

ORWENTAL LABOR COMPETITION

A matter of vital import, which should receive careful consideration, is th
open and unrestricted ecompetition of oriental labor of a foreign nation with
American workmen. The Tariff Commission’s report (p. 20) points out that
45 per cent of all shingle mill workers in British Columbia are orientals, chiefly
Chinese. The free admission of their products to United States markets effect-
ually annuls the United States exclusion act, so far as the American cedar industry
and its workers are concerned. The oriental is not permitted within the American
borders, but his product in this case is freely admitted, and the existing tariff
act in effect gives preference to foreign production and foreign labor employment
in the manufacture of shingles and cedar lumber for sale in the markets of the
United States. That is the reason American cedar workers are often found
walking the streets in idleness, seeking a chance to earn a living for themselves
and families, while the orientals of Canada are bhusily engaged in double-shift
operations, producing cedar products for sale in United States markets.

Surely no true American can view with calmness this spectacle of American
workmen being forced to compete with Chinese labor—barred from working in
the United States, but permitted to send the products of their labor to us free.

Some British Coluinbia mill owners have claimed that their oriental labor is
not as eflicient as white labor, and infer that they would prefer white labor.
But so far as preference is concerned the contrary is true. British Columbia
manufacturers employ oriental labor from choice (note that the only two mills in
which there were no orientals were on Government-leased ground, where oriental
labor was barred by the Canadian Government). WWhere orientals are not
barred, they are employed, proving that they are considered desirable by British
Columbia mill owners.

The assertion sometimes made that ¢ there are orientals employed in American
mills also,”’ is totally untrue so far as Northwestern cedar mills are concerned.
A few Japanese are working in a few mills in the fir industry, but there are no
orientals whatever employed in the cedar mills of Washington and Oregon.
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AMERICAN WAGE LOSSES

Cedar mill opcrations in the fmerican mills have averaged about two-thirds
of the usual working period for the past five years. Most of the cedar industry
labor is therefore idle abont onc-third of the time. Such idleness represents an
annual wage loss to American cedar workers of axproximately 86,000,000, and
because of this forced idleness there are many American cedar workers who
receive less than $800 for their ycarly income. The great majority of these
American workers are married and home owners. Forced idleness is denying
them and their families the actual necessities of life, depriving their children of
educational advantages, causing them to lose their homes, and driving them to
Canada to seek employment that is now denied them in their native land.

CANADIAN COST ADVANTAGES REASON FOR TREMENDOUsS IMPORTATION INCREASES

It is the definite, unqualified assertion of the United States cedar industry that
the tremendous increases in British Columbia shingle and cedar lumber production
would never have occurred without the special tariff benefits and favors now
existing favoring British Columbia production. Canadian labor is not more
efficient than American labor; Canadian cxecutives are not more able than
American executives; and practically all British Columbia cedar mill machinery
is American made. The difference in the cost of producing shingles and cedar
lumber is through lower wages and lower log costs in British Columbia, and these
differences have most largely contributed to the ability of British Columbia
manufacturers to take away the markets in the United States of American
manufacturers.

CANADIAN TRANSPORTATION ADVANTAGES

British Columbia shingle and cedar lumber manufacturers also have lower
transportation costs on water shipinents than have the American manufacturers.
They are able in many instances to obtain coastwise rates to all Atlantic and
Pacific ports at from 10 to 15 cents less per thousand shingles than can be obtained
by American mills. Rail rates are generally the same to United States points,
and thus the more distant and foreign competitor is able to have his products
delivered in the American markets at just the same or lower freight charges than
is charged the American producer in his own home market.

On this point the Tariff Commission’s report (p. 22, par. 2) reads:

“A considerable part of the shipments of shingles from both sides of the line is
by water. In fact, most of the shipments to Atlantic ports go that way. For
liner service the rates from British Columbia and Washington aud Oregon ports
show little or no difference. As to charter rates for tramp-steawmer service
information is conflicting. It seems, however, that British Columbia shippers
sometimes have an advantage in charter rates, which, of course, vary greatly
from time to time according to whether there is a surplus or deficieney of cargo
offerings. That they sometimes have an advantage is due to the fact that
Vancouver shippers have a wider wmarket (in ships), not peing limited to ships
fiying the American flag.”

THE SHINGLE AND CEDAR LUMBER TARIFF IS PROPERLY AN AMERICAN LABOR AND
BUSINESS QUESTION

It is, of course, indisputable that American labor is the largest loser through
idleness of American cedar mills; and American business interests, in varied
activities, sustain the next largest loss. American progress and prosperity can
not continue without the American pay roll, and American business is greatly
dependent on the pay check of the American workman. American labor can
not possibly compete with the orientals of Canada or lower-priced workmen of
foreign nations without reducing the American staudards of living. No one will
wish or countenance tearing down the present standard of American living, and
there is therefore necessity for protection to Amcrican shingle and cedar lumber
in order to maintain this standard for the American cedar worker.

THE INTEREST OF THE AMERICAN FARMER

It has been charged that a shingle and cedar lumber tariff will be injurious to
the farmer, but it should be noted that Mr. Chester Gray, of the Farm Bureau
Federation, interposed no objections to such tariffs at the hearings before the
House Ways and Means Committee,
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Farmers generally favor tariff protection for others as well as for themselves.
They know that lines of industry must be operative to employ labor; that labor
is the farmer’s best customer and the largest consumer of his products; and they
are well aware that there must be pay rolls or the purchase of farm products
will be greatly decreased. .

No American farmer has any faith in being able to dispose of his produets to
the Chinese and other orientals of Canada or to the low-priced workmen of
foreign countries. There is therefore necessity to protect the farmer’s best cus-
tomer—Aimcrican labor—that he may have employment and be able to purchase
the products of the farin. Failure to protect the farmer’s best customer and
Iargest consumer of his produets will largely defeat the aim and intent of any
farm relief measure that is possible of enactiment, .

THE MATTER OF GRADES

When it is remembered that not even the Canadian lobby in Washington has
ever even insinuated a claim that British Columbia manufacturers make better
cedar lumber than Americans, it is rather amazing to note how an endeavor is
made to stress an alleged superiority in the quality of shingles. It is true that
the Birtish Columbia manufacturers make a greater percentage of edge-grain
shingles than do the Americans, but it is false to say they make better shingles.

On this point the Tariff Commission’s report (p. 32) reade as follows:

“Officinl grade specifications in Washington, Oregon, and British Columbia
are identical. Moreover, in actual practice they are approximately equal in
quality, whether made on the northern or southern side of the international
boundary.”

The allegation of the shingle-staining plants that they ean not secure on the
American sid » as many edge-grain shingles as’they require is absurd. The pro-
duction of any particular grade of shingle will promptly follow demand for such
grade at an adequate price. The reason that American mills do not now turn
out huge quantities of the supergrade shingles is because of the unfair ecompeti-
tion on this grade from Canadian sources, where they are made under materially
lower log and labor costs,

‘ l'f‘his point is covered by the Tariff Commission’s report (p. 77), reading as
ollows:

“Under existing conditions, domestic mills keep their costs per thousand
shingles elose to a parity with that of Canadian mills L,y making a smaller pro-
portion of high-grade shingles. This does not mean, however, that the demestie
industry * * * could not expand its produetion of high-grade shingles with
an increasing demand for such shingles. * * * With increasing demand for
high-grade shingles, these mills might be able either to go into the manufacture
of such shingles or to expand their production of them.” (P, 77, Tariff Com-
mission’s report.)

The last paragraph above simply proves, by the Tariff Commission’s report,
that therc is no bar except an economic one to the manufacture of 2 greater pro-
portion of supergrade shingles in American mills. When the market prices of
such grades justify their production under the higher American manufacturing
costs, there is no question about cither the ability cr the willingness of the
Americans to supply them.

THE “LUMBER BARON' BOGY

When the facts and legitimate argument fail the opponent of a shingle and
cedar lumber tariff, he resorts to the practice of ranting about the “wealthy
Jumber barons.”  There might have been some justification for this cry in days
gone by; but there is none now. The cedar industry, certainly, is entirely devoid
of “barons’; as will be noted from the following report of net incomes in the
cedar industry, prepared by the United States Internal Revenue department,
covering the past five years.

INCOME TAX REPORT ON MILLS

The report shown below is from the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, under
date of May 14, 1929. It is the combined net income of 37 representative cor-
porations engaged in the manufacture of shingles and cedar lumber in the States
of Washington and Oregon, and is taken dircet from the income tax réturns
filed with the department of Internal Revenue. This combined report covers
the 5-year period from 1923 to 1927. The corporations whose figures are shown
are distinctly representative of the cedar industry in Washington and Oregon.
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It will be noted that in only of the above years was there a profit of any kind
shown by the combined 37 representatives cor})oratious reported on, and then
onlly an average of less than $3,000. Every other year in the past five showed
a loss.

The above compilation, taken direct from sworn-to figures, completely refutes
all claims or insinuations of profits in the cedar manufacturing business. .And
it does show a deplorable condition in a large and useful American industry.

STATEMENTS FROM TARIFF COMMISSION’S REPORT

While numerous paragraphs and statements from the report of the United
States Tariff Commission on the shingle industry appear under other headings in
this brief, we call attention, in addition, to the following:

- Shingle prices much below general commaodity level—In 1924 shingle prices were
only 39 per cent higher than in 1913 (pre-war period). In 1425 they were only
43 per cent higher; and in September, 1926, they were only 31 per cent higher.
The Tariff Commission’s report reads:

‘“Thus the prices of shingles have lagged behind the general level of prices as
indicated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics index of all commodities, which
shows 1924 prices as 50 per cent higher than 1913 prices; 1925 prices as 59 per
cent higher; and September, 1926, prices as 50 per cent higher. Morcover they
have diverged to an even greater extent from the average prices of building
material as indicated by the index for that class of material, which shows hoth
1924 and 1925 prices as 75 per cent higher than 1913 prices, -and September,
1926, prices as 72 per cent higher. From more recent data furnished by the
Washington and Oregon Shingle Association, it appears probable that shingle
grices have fallen even further below the general price level and the level of

uilding material prices.” (Pp. 54 and §5, Tariff Commission’s’ report.)

““Curlailment of production.—From April 1, 1925, to the middle of May most of
the mills in Washington and Oregon operated only four days per week, and from
the middie of May until early in June onty five days per week. In both July and
August most mills closed down for two weeks. In the whole of November

roduction was restricted to one-half ecapacity; from December 1, 1925, to

anuary 18, 1926, there was a complete shutdown and some mills did not resume
operations until February 1. * * * In British Columbia there was little
curtailment until late in 1925.” (P. §5, Tariff Commission’s report.)

‘ Decrease in Ar- 2rican, increase in Canadian produclion.—The decrease from
1913 to 1915 in production in Washington and Oregon and the increase in produe-
tion in British Columbia from 1913 to 1917 may be explained, partly at least, by
(1) the placing of shingles on the free list in October, 1913, (2) the investment of
American capital in shingle mills in British Columbia, and (3) the enactment in
1914 of a law requiring special licenses for the cxport of logs from British Columbia.
The investment of American capital in British Columbia shingle mills in the 1913-
1916 period was to some extent caused by (1) the rcmoval of the duty on shingles,
(2) the cheaper labor at that time in British Columbia, (3) the enlarged supply of
logs available in British Columbia, particularly after the passage of the export
licensing law, and (4) the reduced supply, in the Southern and Lake States, of
wood suitable for shingles resulting in some transfer of capital from the United
States to the Canadian shingle industry.” (P. §3, Tariff Commission’s report.)

““Canadians tnjure repulation of American grades.—They (domestic manufae-
turers) say that Canadian manufacturers sometimes export to the United States
Stars and Clears below the prevailing American standards and thus injure the
reputation of these American grades. Moreover, since the Canadians get a price
differéntial (see p. 72) on the high-grade shingles, it may be that they are some-
times able to throw low-qrade shingles on the American market at prices much
below the American level.” (P. 71, Tariff Commission’s report.)




WOOD AND MANUFACTURES OF 117

‘“ Comparison_of domestic produclion, imporls, exports,—As will be noted (from
table shown in Commiission’s report) the proportion of United States consumption
(of shingles) supplied by imports has increased from 5.7 per cent in the vears
1908-1912 to 24.6 per cent in the years 1919-1925 and was 25.5 per cent in 1925.
In all years more than 99 per cent of the imports came from Canada. In fact,
in 10 of the 19 years covered by the table they came exclusively from that source.

“As will be noted from table 28 exports (from the United States) have been
almost negligible. Except possibly in 1913, they have never amounted to as
much as 1 per cent of domestic production.” (P. 69, Tariff Commission’s report.)

It will be noted from the last paragraph above that assertions made that
considerable quantities of shingles are exported to Canada are totally false.

ASSERTED RETARPATIVE FACTORS TO INDUSTRY SUCCESS

Certain factors, aside from foreign competition, have been assigned as affecting
cedar industry progress. These are national advertising of competitive produets.
asserted lack of fire resistance of wood produets, antishingle ordinances, and higher
insurance ratings. It may be that these asserted factors have some bearing.
Yet in the face of all these obstacle and competition, industry reports show that
the combined shingle production for Washington, Oregon. and British Columbia,
has gained 26 per cent since 1913. This gain is conclusive evidence of the vigor
of the cedar industry and its ability to make headway against many obstacles,
No industry without inherent merit or without great efficiency in management
and manufacture could have done so.

The gains, however, have gone to the manufacturers of a foreign nation. The
American manufacturer, in spite of all his best efforts, has been unable to hold
his own against the unfair competition of British Columbia producers. The
most serious retardant to the progress and prosperity of the American cedar
industry is the present discriminatory tariff, and American cedar producers
frankly admit they will never be able to progress and prosper so long as this
handicap remains.

CANADIAN AND UNITED STATES TARIFF POLICIES ON FOREST PRODUCTS

Canada charges an import tax on cedar lumber exported from the United
States to Canadian markets, totaling as high as 25 per cent ad valorem; exacts
an export tax of from 8$1 to $2 per thousand feet on logs; and limits, restricts,
and at times prohibits log exportation to American mills. American cedar
Jumber is practically barred from the markets of Canada.

The United States charges an import tax on logs, but permits free, unlimited,
and unrestricted importation of foreign shingles and cedar lumber to all
American markets.

Practically no shingles or cedar lumber arve ever shipped from the United
States to Canadian markets.

CONCLUDING ARGUMENT, AND APPEAL

In closing this statement we wish to point out that while the uncontroverted
and uncontrovertible figures and statistics shown by the American cedar industry
in this and various other briefs indicate conclusively the need of tariff protection
on cedar lumber and shingles, we could lay most of these figures aside and still
prove that we are justified in coming hefore you with a plea for relief.

We have only to point to certain established facts. We show, on the one hand,
that American manufacturers have not prospered during the past 15 years except
during very brief intervals. We show that for the five years last past they have
suffered continuous and considerable losses. We show that to-day, as one
Mcember of Congress very aptly expressed it, American cedar manufacturers are
“hanging on by their eyvebrows,” hoping and praying for relief against intoler-
ably unfair competition. We have shown that since 1913 (when the tariff was
removed) and to 1928, 50 per cent of those engaging in cedar operations during
that period have had to go out of business, either thrcugh bankruptey or because
they could sec no Im;))c for profit. We have knowledge that 50 per cent of those
nrow engaged in the business are not far from bankruptey.

On the other hand, we have proved that in 1913 there was no appreciable
quantity of cedar siding shipped in from Canada, while to-day more than a
third of the total used in this country comesirom there. In the matter of shingle
importations, we prove from the records that there has been the enormous
increase of practically 400 per cent in the volume of Canadian_shingles exported
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to the United States, and now this totul amounts to nearly 50 per cent of the
American production. We have shown that at times Canadian mills operate
two and three shifts when American mills can not run except at a loss. We have
shown in Canadian mills 45 per cent of all the workmen employed are orientals,
thereby vvlacing the American workman in direct competition with oriental
labor, e have shown a truly deplorable condition in a fairly large and certainly
useful American industry, a condition which nothing but fair tariff protection
can ameliorate.

The American cedar industry is not seeking a prohibitory tariff, nor asking for
an embargo against the importation of competitive shingles and cedar lumber;
but it is earnestly pleading for fairness and justice, and is asking that the in-
dustry, and its workmen, be given at least an equal opportunity to manufacture
and produce American shingles and cedar lumber, with American labor, in Ameri-
can mills, for sale in American markets.

Submitted by Edward W. Hartley, member subcommittee on cedar (Clough-
Hartley Mill Co., Everett, Wash.); George A. Bergstrom, Member subcom-
mittec on cedar (C. &. B. Lumber & Shingle Co., Everett, Wash.; Pacific Timber
Co., Everett, Wash.), A. C. Edwards, member subcommittec on cedar (Edwards
Shingle Co., Everett, Wash.); H. J. Bratlic, member subcommmittee on cedar
{Bratlic Bros. Mill Co., Ridgefield, Wash.); R. W. Condon, general chairman
lumber industry tariff committtee (Charles R. McCormick Lumber Co.); Roland
H. Hartley, Governor of the State of Washington; Mark E. Reed, Simpson
Logging Co.; Carl J. Foss, Edison Shingle Co; Albert Schafer, Schafer Bros,
Lumber & Door Co.; Joseph Irving, Monroe Logging Co; Frank H. Lamb,
Northwestern Lumber Co; Anacortes Mutual Mill Co., Anacortes, Wash.;
Aloha Lumber Co., Aloha; Bratlie Bros. Mill Co., Ridgeficld; Burns Shingle
Co., Anacortes; Carhon River Lumber Co., Fairfax; Case Shingle & Lumber
Co., Raymond; Carlisle Lumber Co., Onalaska; C. B. Lumber Shingle Co.,
Everett; Columbia River Shingle Co., Skamokawa; Clough-Hartley Co., Everett;
Corbett Mill Co., Anacortes, Wash.; Crescent Shingle Co., Kelso; Eastern Rail-
way & Timber Co., Centralia, Wash.; East Hoquiam Shingle Co., Hoquiam;
Edison Shingle Co., Bellingham; Heath Lumber & Shingle Co., Granite Falls;
Hillview Shingle Co., Montegano; William Hulbert Mill Co., Everett; J. M.
Hoyt, Prairie; Getchell Mill Co., South Bend, Irving-Dougherty Co., Aberdeen;
Jamison Lumber & Shingle Co., Everett, Wash.; Jerns Shingle Co., Bellingham;
Johnson & McGraw, Vernonia, Oreg., Henry Kratz & Co., Clatskanie, Oreg.;
Lake Sammamish Shingle Co., Redmond; Long-Bell Lumber Co., Longvicw;
J. A. Lewis Shingle Co., South Bend; Leybold-Smith Shingle Co., Tacoma;
Mackie Mill Co., Markham; Monarch Mill Co., Everett, Wash.; John McMaster
Shingle Co., Seattle; McKenna Lumber Co., MecKenna ; Motor Mill Co., Seattle;
Merrill & Ring Lumber Co., Seattle; E. C. Miller Cedar Lumber Co., Aberdeen
New England Manufacturing Co., Everett, Wash.; Northwestern Lumber Co.,
Hoquiam; Oakland Shingle Co., Edmonds; Olympia Shingle Co., Olympia;
Pacific States Lumber Co., Tacoma; Panama Lumber & Shingle Co., Olympia;
Polson Lumber & Shingle Co., Hoquiam; Quality Shingle Co., Edmonds; Royal
Shingle Co., Whites; Reed Mill Co., Shelton; Saginaw Shingle Co., Blaine;
Saginaw Timber Co., Aberdeen; Skagit Mill Co., Lyman; Seimons Lumber Co.,
Bellingham; Snoqualmie Falls Lumber Co., Snoqualmie Falls; M. R. Smith
Lumber & Shing!e Co., Seattle; Soule Shingle Co., Aloha; Superior Shingle Co.,
Everett; Taylor & Young Kapowsin; Wallace Lumber & Manufacturing Co.,
Sultan; Wayland Shingle Co., Seattle; Whatcom Falls Mill Co., Bellingham;
Western Cedar Co.; Western Cross Arms Manufacturing Co., Centralia; Wood
& Iverson, Hobart.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. DANT, REPRESENTING DANT &
RUSSELL, PORTLAND, OREG., AND OTHERS

(The) witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.
Egnator Jones. Mr. Dant is very well qualified to speak on this
subject.

Senator McNARY. Give us the history of your representation and
qualify yourself as a witness. You stand very high in the western
country as a business man and a shipping man.

Mr. Dant. I am interested. I am president of Dant & Russell, of
Portland, Oreg., which is an export and wholesale lumber company.




A 3

WOOD AND MANUFACTURES OF 119

I am also in ths shipping business and in the manufacture of lumber
at Coos Bay, Oreg., cedar lumber particularly.

Scnator THoMas. You make shingles?

Mr. Dant. No. I also represent Inman-Polson Lumber Co., of
Portland, Oreg.; the Western Lumber Co., of Portland, Oreg.;
Clark Wilsen Lumber Co., of Portland, Oreg.; and the Jones Lumber
Co., of Portland, Oreg. )

Senator Covzens., Are you in agreement with the testimony

" adduced previously with respect to tariff?

Mr. DANT. I am. I think that Mr. Irving really touched the most
important of all peints from the manufacturing and producing end
and in that British Columbia is right where we were 40 to 50
years ago.

Senator THoMAs. In what particular?

Mr. Daxt. That is, that they have all of these inlets with the
timber lying right on the bank of the inlets. They can drop it in
the water or get in the water very cheaply, whereas all of that in
the timber belts in Oregon and Washington has been cut off and they
have to go further back. )

Senator Couzens. Have you read or heard the testimony of Mr.
Bloedel?

Mr. Dant. No, sir. .

Senator Couzens. You do not know what he testified to?

Mr. DaxT. No.

Senator THoMmAs. If American timber was located as accessible to
water as is Canadian timber, what would be the difference in cost
of production?

Mr. DaxTt. None.

Senator Couzens. Proceed.

Mr. DanTt. The principal point I want to call attention to is that
foreign ships go out from English ports, continental Fort-s, and Scan-
dinavian Forts to the Orient through the Suez Caual, take out their
cargoes of manufactured goods and they usually finish that voyage
in Japan. When the voyage is finished they are from twelve to
fourteen thousand miles from home if they go back through the Suez
Canal. They are 4,215 miles from Vancouver, British Columbia, or
Seattle or Portland, about the same to all of these points. The
question with the ship after it has disposed of its cargo or delivered
its cargo is how to get home the cheapest way. So a great number of
ships drop across to British Columbia and pick up a cargo of lumber
to New York or to Boston or perhaps for New York and Boston
together or Providence or various ports here on our Atlantic coast.

In the month of May there were 40,000,000 feet of lumber, which
was about eight or nine full cargoes of lumber, that went from Brit-
ish Columbia to our Atlantic coast. Those ships being interested
in getting home, it is not a question of the cost of operation or any-
thing else; it is just the cheapest way to get home, and the result is
that the British Columbia operator has an advantage in our Atlantic
coast markets that he really does not have any other place.

) Se{\ator Couzens. In other words, whatever freight that ship gets
1s velvet.

Mr. Dant. That is just simply the luck of this voyage home.
The profitable part of the cargo was taken to Japan or China and it
ison the way home. It may come over to the United States and get
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a cargo of wood home if it can. It can not take a cargo of lumber
from our Pacific coast to our Atlantic coast on account of our coast-
wise shipping laws.

hSena:‘(;r Couzens. Would you recommend that those laws be
changed? .

Mr. Dant. No, I would not recommend that they be changed,
because I do not think we would have any American ships on the sea
if you did do it. But I would recommend that this committee find
some way to ec‘ualize, at least, so far as I am concerned if they equal-
ize it, that is all I want. I do not want any advantage of them at all.

Senator Couzens. Is there any suggestion on how we could in the
tariff equalize that difference?

Mr. DanTt. The only way you could equalize it would be to put a
tariff on Douglas fir and hemﬁ)ck lumber.

Senator Couzexs. Coming into the United States?

Mr. DaNT. Yes.

Senator Couzexs. Put it high enough to catch the ship going to
New York and thereby affect all the rest of the country the same?

Mr. DanT. Put it on a basis whereby Canada could not undersell
us in the New York market.

Senator Covzexs. You would still have the freight competition
with the American producer, the same competition.

Mr. DanT. There would still be a certain freight to New York.

Senator Couvzexs. By foreign ships?

Mr. DanT. The foreign ships would still have to go home.

Senator Couvzrxs. He would still have—the British Columbia pro-
ilucor—;-would still have the advantage of that ship that has to go
home’

Mr. DaxT. Yes; he would always have the advantage of that ship.

Senator Couzens. Where does that enter into the tariff?

Mr. DaxT. Because that enters into delivering. It is one step
that the commodity has to pass through before it finds its market on
the Atlantic coast, and the only thing that counts when we go out to
sell lumber is the delivered price that we can make in New York or
China or Japan or England or Buenos Aires or anywhere else. The
man buying in a foreign country does not ask how you do it. He does
not care. He wants to know what those goods cost laid down in New
York, Buenos Aires, or anywhere else.

Senator THomas. What per cent of your product is exported?

Mr. Dant. The product of the northwest?

Senator THoMas. If you are competent to pass on that yourself?

Mr. Dant. Of my company? ’

Senator THoMAs. Yes.

Mr. Da~r. I should say 80 per cent of the business my company
does is to foreign countries, or 70 per cent anyway.

Senator THomas. In what countries?

Mr. DanT. Our largest market, my own firm’s largest market, is
China; the next largest market is Japan; the next largest market is
England. T should say the British and continental ports.

Senator THomas. Do you get the same price for your exportable
product as for your domestic sales?

Mr. Dant. The same relative price.

Senator THomas. Would the tariff as asked for, as proposed in
this bill, be of any benefit to you on your foreign sales?
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Mr. Daxr.. No.

Senator THoMas. Is 75 to 85 per cent of your stuff foreign sales?

Mr. Daxt. Of my company, yes. The tariff would not make so
much difference to me. But what I want to see done is to equalize
that advantage which they have over us. I do not care how it is
done. I would like to see it done. That is all I have to say.

STATEMENT OF W. A. PRATT, PORTLAND, OREG., REPRESENTING
THE LOYAL LEGION OF LOGGERS AND LUMBERMEN

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. Prarr. I am representing the employees of Portland and
Columbia River districts, the Loyval Legion of Loggers and Lumber-
men.

Senator TroMas. How many?

Mr. Pratr. Probably 4,000, while the Loyal Legion covers 10,000
to 12,000 men, some of the districts have not taken action as far as
the tariff is concerned.

Senator THoMas. Are those men organized?

Mr. Pratr. Organized in the organization known as the Loyal
Legion, an organization of men and operators developed during the
war time. :

Senator THoMas. Are they all in your organization that work in
this class of business?

Mr. PratT. What do you mean by that, all of the mills?

Senator Tromas. Your mills.

“Mr. PraTt. No, we probably have only one-tenth in the whole
oiganization as far as the number is concerned, although in production
we have probably 30 per cent.

Senator TuoMas. Do all unorganized workmen get the benefit of
any increase that comes to the industry?

Mr. PrRaTT. Absolutely. This organization, the 4-L, as it is called,
ismade up of the men and the management, and there is no compulsion
to get a man to join. We have operations whereby the operator puts
himself in position to treat all his men alike. We might have 100
men in our organization paying dues where there will be 400 or 500
men working. .

Senator Couvzens. It is not an organization on a labor union
basis or manufacturing only either.

Mr. PraTt. The thing I would like to touch first is when we speak
of lumber, the $1 on the Pacific coast around Portland, Oreg., we
always figure that 60 per cent of that wage dollar is a lumber dollar.

Senator Couzens. What do you mean by lumber dollar? ’

Mr. Prarr. It comes from the producing end, from the workman,
interlocking, the miller and the logger, and all supplies that enter
into that particular thing.

Senator Couvzens. When a dollar’s worth of lumber is sold, 60
per cent of it is labor.

Mr. PraTr. Sixty per cent of the wage dollar in our part of the
State, because 60 per cent of the dollar in the lumber industry is that
part of the dollar for lumber.

Senator McNaRy. Of the gross income of the State of Oregon 70
per cent comes from forest product, including labor and materials:



122 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Mr. Prarr. In speaking of the minimum wage, we have a schedule
of wages and a minimum wage, depending on the nature of the job in
themill. When I speak of the minimum wage I speak of the wage and
the minimum cost of the labor rate. In 1920 the wage had risen to
$4.40 per day.

Senator THomas. How many hours?

Mr. Pratr. In 1926 they had been reduced to $3.40 per day.
That is the mipnimum to-day, $3.40. That is a decline in *he dai
wage of 20 per cent. In 1927, and mostly in 1928, many of the millz
in our territory, some of them went down and out entirely. Others
went down to a 5-day week and last year we had in the industry the 5-
day week, practically most of us, and the same wages per day, which
makes a week’s wages practically 34 per cent less than it was in 1920.

Senator Couzens. Have you any unemployment?

Mr. Prarr. Lots of unemplo

Mr. Prarr. It is hgydiiai )ployment office of
3 : , N unemployment

we have, but in
Senator Cot
Mr. PraTT.
this year.
Senator C

Fone from the
ey week or less;
EagTive days, and them
wWeok.

is all due to importations

5-day week and ar&3
instead of the 3-day W
every once in a while close™8 o

Senator Couzens. You- contefil
from Canada?

Mr. PrRATT. I can not say. I can say this, that the emrloyees
in our organization have been very active in what we call wood
promotion because we understand substitutes have taken the place
of lumber and employees have worked hard themselves in wood pro-
motion committees to combat substitutes of wood, and while we
could allow something for that, the unemployment now is so great
that it is very depressing in our part of the country.

Senator Couzens. You do not know the actual amount which
is due to substitutes and how much is due to importations from
Canada?

Mr. PratT. I could not say.

Senator CouzeEns. Your organization keeps no statistics in that

connection?
BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Mr. Pratr. No.
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Senator THomAs. Do you not think this proposed tariff on
shingles and lumber will have the effect of increasing the prices of
shingles and lumber? Do you not believe that?

L Mr. Pratr. That is a hard thing for me to answer; I do not
now.

Senatoi THomas. You hope that would be true?

Mr. Pratr. I would hope it would help out the situation in our
State; that is the big thing, to keep running steadily.

Senator ThoMas. If it does to any extent, it will make lumber
and shingles higher, and if so, does not that further encourage the
development of substitutes for lumber and shingles?

Mr. Pratt. I believe we can take care of our own lumber and
shingles because I,think the substitutes, especially as far as roofing is
concerned, are such that we are on the down grade and it is a matter
of education to show the people that cedaris so much better protection
than a substitute. There is an example in what Mr. Dant said
about 40,000,000 feet being shipped to the Atlantic coast, which is

ractically as much as was shipped from the whole State of Oregon
i a month. So you see the hardship it works on us.

Senator THoMAs. Are the men engaged in the lumber business,
the men who do the work, who work 1 the forests and do the trans-
portution, and the men who do the work around the mills—are they
organized into unions as they are in other lines of capital?

Mr. Pratr. No, sir, only very recently, within the last six weeks,
on account of the depressing conditions at Lagrande, in the pinc
country, 100 miles east of Portland, on account of ﬁushing the men
from 8 to 10 hours a day, the operator’s excuse is that he does it to
make money—I do not know whether that is a fact or not or only
an excuse—but he said he must work 10 hours a day to paz the
men’s wages—and they have organization very recently with the
American Federation of Labor.

Senator TuoMas. When this increase from the 8 to the 10 hour
workoday was placed in effect, were the men given the same per hour
wage?

Mr. Pratr. No; they were added a little bit more an hour but
not enough to balance 1t.

Senator TuoMas. They are working 10 hours for practically the
same amount they had received for 8 hours?

Mr. PRaTT. Just a little more.

Senator THomas, In spite of that unemployment, is it on the
increase or stationary?

Mr. PraTr. The unemployment at the present time, I would say,
is stationary because we have a number of small mills that do not
winter, that are operating in the summer time and take up slack at
this particular time.

Senator THomas. What do these mill operators do when they are
out of work?

Mr. Pratr. Not a thing for them to do on the Pacific coast.

Senator TuoMas. Do they make enough money when they are
emploved to take care of them during the period of depression?

Mr. Pratr. Not now.

Senator THomMas. How do they live during that period?

Mr. PraTr. A week ago yesterday I happened to be on the
Columbia River visiting an operation that was always considered
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a steady operation. At that time I was with the timekeeper when he
went to the butcher shop with a list of about 30 names out of the
bunch of families living in the town, strictly a sawmill town, taking
that list up to the butcher, where they had not enough money to
pay the butcher left from last month. They pay at the end of the
month. That is the condition on the Columbia River.

Senator Jones. I will ask Mr. Bratlie to just give a sentence about
the point he spoke to me about.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF H. J. BRATLIE

Mr. BraTuie. I simply want to point out to the attention of the
committee that when Mr. Pratt spoke about the 10-hour day, that
applies to that one region; it refers to the pine region only, and had
nothinﬁ to do with the fir, hemlock and cedar regions, and I might also
state that the pine operators are the only operators in the northwest
that have protested against the tariff on foreign woods.

STATEMENT OF H. J. COX, REPRESENTING THE WILLAMETTE
VALLEY LUMBER ASSOCIATION, EUGENE, OREG.

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.)

Senator McNary. Whom do you represent?

Mr. Cox. The Willamette Valley Lumber Association.

Senator McNAry. Where is that located?

Mr. Cox. Willamette Valley, State of Oregon.

Senator McNary. Where are your operations?

Mr. Cox. I will cover that in my statemnent. The subject has
been pretty well covered and our association has gone on record
in favor of a lumber tariff. I have this down pretty briefly to cover
phg information as to where we are and what our position is in the
industry.

Senator McNaARry. You speak for both lumber and shingles?

Mr. Cox. No; just lumber. There are 689 sawmills in the
Douglas fir region of Washington, of which 301 are in Washington
and 388 in Oregon; 267 of these 388 mills are located in the Willam-
ette Valley, which embraces that territory south of Portland to the
California line and west of the Cascade Mountains, and these 267
mills produce one-third of Oregon’s total fir-lumber production.

The Willamette Valley Lumber Association membership is com-
posed of 61 of these mills, ranging in size from 10,000 to 500 feet
Per day capacity. They produce approximately 90 per cent of the
umber products of these 267 mills and employ between 6,500 and 7,000
workmen. For at least a year it has become almost a custom for
the industry in the valley to limit the operations to five days per
week for the reason or owing to the inability to sell a sufficient amount
of lumber at a profit, and they are not producing over 60 per cent
of what they can produce under normal conditions, under normal
operating conditions. This together with the resultant loss to labor
has created a depression that is not only felt by the mill man and
the workmen, but by the grocer, the butcher, the farmer, and all
others in the communit, wlao are dependent upon a portion of the
pay roll dollar for a livel:hood.
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The quality of our timber in the Willamette Valley is not as good
as other localities, such as that of British Columbia, neither is the
manufacturing as cheap, due to the fact that British Columbia is
full of inlets making water transportation cheap to the mills, whereas
we have to transport our lumber to tidewater, by rail, and pay the
freight charge in so doing. .

In addition to that on the portion that is shipped to tidewater for
- reshipment to New York, Boston, Philadelphia, or other Atlantic
coast destinations, they have to ship on American boats at a higher
freight rate than their British Columbia competitor pays on a foreign

ship.

’Fhe Willamette Valley Lumber Association believe that the pres-
ent condition of the lumber industry is affected partly by forei
importations and they have gone on record as urging that a sub-
stantial protective tariff be imposed upon soft wood lumber coming
into the United States from foreign countries so as to help eliminate
this condition and insure continuous operation of saw mills and steady
employment of labor at a liveable wage.

he Willamette Valley has no water transportation and a railroad
freight haul has to be lgaid to tidewater, which ranges from $2 to $3
per thousand feet. Neither of these has to be done in British
Columbia. )

Senator Couzexs. What rate of tariff do you recommend?

Mr. Cox. The association in their resolutions passed by their
meeting just stated a substantial protective tariff.

Senator CouzeEns. You have not any idea then of the tariff?

Mr. Cox. They generally favor making it $3 a thousand on lumber
from Canada. :

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES L. McNARY, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Senator McNaRry. I had not intended to speak on this subject.
There are two or three matters with which I am more or less conver-
sant I want to discuss. Of course, I do not know the technical
phases of this proposition to increase the tariff, but there are other
Ehases that have not been discussed this morning which I would
ike to touch upon brieﬂiy.

The industry itself, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
is the largest one we have in the three Northwestern States—Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho. As I stated to the chairman, 70 per cent of
the gross income in those States is derived from logging operations
and in the conversion of logs into lumber, in a word, from generai
forest products. In the State of Oregon 54 per cer:t of every acre is
owned by the Government. It is untaxed, national forests, national
parks, monuments, and Indian reservations. The real theory of the
Government has been, in connection with our forests, that a small per-
centage of the sale of timber of the national forest shall go to the
State, 25 per cent, of which 10 per cent goes into the fund for construc-
tion of roads and trails in the national forests reserves located in the
State. This is in lieu of taxation but does not amount to the whole
amount of taxes it would bear if taxed as private industry. I speak
of that to show we are interested in this industry. It 1s a lagging’
industry and has been for a number of years.

63310—20—voL 4, SCHED 4——9
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I am not contending that the tariff is wholly responsible for the
condition of the lumber industry. I know it is a contributing cause.
One of the reasons, therefore, is that the farm conditions of the
country have been so depressed during the last six or seven years
that the farmers have not been able to buy a normal quantity of
timber. That has cut off the sale in a great degree of softwood
raised in the northwestern country. Another cause is the walls that
have been built around the soft timber in the Northwest by tariff

rotection in other countries. As referred to here Norway and

weden have a tarifl against the importation of lumber which has
had its injurious eflect on timber and the lumber market. Recently,
and probably a most serious situation, has been the tariff imposed by
the Diet, the legislative council of Japan, on timber coming from the
Northwest country.

Senator Couzens. That affects British Columbia just the same.

Senator McNaRy. Yes. It has been said here, Mr. Chairman,
that the lumber ncople of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho must pay,
if they desired to send their finished product into Canada, a duty
amounting to 5 per cent ad valorem, and the result is simply this,
that we are not working behind the wall of protection. Any wall of
protection that prevents us from going into foreign markets always
operates injuriouslg.

I recall as the chairman of a select committee on reforestation, of
which the chairman of this subcommittee was a very capable member,
and took a great deal of interest in the subject, that we found the
the appetite of the American people for lumber to be 15,000,000,000
feet annually. About 2,000,000,000 is imported from Canada,
which has about 4 per cent. I am sure that competition is not so
keen, but it is just like it is in agriculture and other industries, that it
does add to the supply that is left unconsumed in this country, and
by that fact it brings about a depressed and injurious situation. In
my opinion, if a tariff is placed on Canadian products, it would
stimulate the manufacture of lumber in this country.

Senator Couzens. Would it increase the price?

Senator McNARY. I do not know; I assume it would. But it
would have this effect; it would have the effect of stabilizin§ prices
and prevent price fluctuations that seriously affect the manufacturer
and the labor in the industry. It would effect certain economies; it
would really absorb the tanff, through the constant operation of the
mills. A great many of them now are running on short hours and a
fow days in a week. If the mills were running at full capacity, with
the economies that could be practiced, and waste avoided, they would
quite absorb the imposition of the tax on Canadian lumber. I think,
Mr. Chairman, it would have a very good effect and bring about an
improved condition in the Northwest.

me one stated a little while ago that a tariff imposed on softwoods
in the Northwest would be class legislation. I think that is a remark
made by Senator Walsh, who, I regret, is out at this time. Speaking
in a narrow sense that is often the result of tariff legislation. Some
localities often profit over and above others. The same thing obtains
in New England. If that section is entitled to protection for their
textiles it should have protection. There is no difference in the
tariff practice between textiles in New England and lumber in the
Northwest country.
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Senator Couzens. The New England people are protesting against
this tariff and you can sce the reason for that, that they bring theirs
from Canada which is very closc to them. They are penalized by
having a tariff put 3,000 miles away from their markets for consump-
tion.

Senator McNary. Isimply wanted to make this observation, that in
all the schedules of the tanifl bill there is & more or less selfish motive,
and it is not fair to say that it is class legislation when it affects the
Northwest, without applying the same observation to another industry
in the New England States.

Just recently the House placed a tariff on birch and maple of 25
per cent ad valorem, going into America, probably through Detroit
and some of the other eastern cities. At present I do not understand
why there should be any difference between importation of birch and
maple and softwood on the coast.

I have only one other thought to suggest and that is conservation.
In the study made by the committee which went all over the country
that subject was not only interesting, but I think it was develope
and Congress subsequently passed legislation, one bill of which
bears the name of the chairman of that subcommittee. Congress
has done a great deal in the matter of conservation. [ do not think
that simply locking up the forest and saying yvou can not cut the
timber ofl makes for conservation. Proper utilization of the forest
is a_progressive conservation that ought to inspire this country in
dealing with the forest problem.

Senator Couvzens. Do you agree that tariff aids conservation?

Senator McNarvy. It would if it had the effect of excluding the
timber from the American market. If it did not have that eflect, of
course, it would not. But lots of folks have a kind of theory that
we should pay tax in the way of duty imposed on Canadian timber
because it would assist conservation in America. The best system
of conservation to my notion is that practiced by the Federal Govern-
ment, namely, fire protection and control. The Government, under the
stimulus of that committee’s work, hasincreased the sum of the appro-
Eriation from $125,000 a year to $1,000,000 at the present time. It

as further, since the bill was passed as the result of the committee’s
work, encouraged farm lot planting and nursery planting, A more
particular thing it has done is that it has resulted in legislation in my
own State to attempt to prevent undue taxation of lands that have
been cut over. That is the greatest system of reforestation, and when
you protect the forest from fires and protect the denuded land from
?xcessive taxation, you will have a wise, sound utilization of your
orest.

I have not, and I am sorry I have not, given any thought to this
matter until this morning. I did not know until yesterday it was
coming up to-day. The fundamental thing is to demonstrate to your
committee that there is a difference between the cost of production
in Canada and here. I have one more observation from the section
of the country where I was born and spent my life. I think sincerel
there must be a considerable difference in cost, but what amount
do not know. One thought was developed before our committee
some years ago. Most of our timber is way back on the high land
which re?uires a very costly system of operations. The high-lan
system of logging, answering the question of the Senator from Okla-
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homa, entirely denudes the lands loffed over from trees that are
really worth while preserving. Very little selective logging is prac-
ticed outside of the national forest.

One word and I shall conclude, and it bas not been mentioned here,
why this timber should go to market. Because 20 per cent of the
virgin forest of Oregon and Washington to-day, which constitutes the
last great stand of virgin timber in this country, is overripe, and
in many instances unmerchandizable for timber, if we could remove
that to the market and practice reforestation under the general
guidance of the Government, you will have done a very good thing to
the Northwest.

Senator Couzens. I will ask you a question since you are the
champion of the farmers in the Senate.

Senator McNary. Thank you.

Senator Couzens. Whether or not this proposed tariff will raise
the cost of construction of houses and barns for the farmers?

Senator McNaRy. I know your modesty prevents you from answer-
ing that question. We studied that in our work. I think the greatest
deterrent to increased price levels is the substitutes now on the market.
In my judgment if this tariff would bring about rather an appreciable
increase in the price of lumber or in shingles, there would be a rush
to the substitutes which are upon the market, and like the old equal-
ization fee which I thought would deter overproduction, I think
the substitutes perform as a deterrent against overcharging
prices to the consumer. I do not think it would affect the homes
that are to be built if this duty is placed as proposed. I have no
idea, Mr. Chairman, what the duty should be; some have said $3 a
thousand is adequate. That is to be left to the result of the commit-
tee’s deliberations. I thank you.

Senator Couzens. Have you any views on the question of valuation
as to the foreign valuation and the American valuation of the United
States slystem? That is a very important issue because the rates
will e largely determined on the basis of valuation.

Senator McNaRry. That comprehends the difference in costs. I
stated to you I have no definite idea on that subject, but I do know
this as one who has been over that great country that the trees came
down to the water’s edge and the costs of operations appear very much
less than in the States. That has been gone into here, and if you
take a trip to Canada or Alaska by sea you see the trees down to the
water’s edge. That indicates to me as one definite observation that
costs must be less in Canada than in America.

(Senator McNary submitted the following telegram for the record:)

PoRrTLAND, OREG., June 20, 1929,

Hon, Cuas. L, McNary
Senate Chamber, Washington, D.C.:

A careful investigation will show that without exception the only people who
are opposed to tariff on lumber and shingles are those Americans with divided
allegiance who have timber holdings or other interests in Canada, which causes
them to place their personal interests above that of the general welfare of the
State. Numerically these people are too small a minority to be given any
consideration, and I would urge that you use every effort to get favorable con-
sideration for the lumber tarriff, which is badly needed and behind which prac-

tically every citizen in Oregon stands
HusBARD, Winchester Bay Lumber Co.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WESLEY L. JONES, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

{Including shingles, par. 403}

Senator JoNEs. I can only emphasize what Senator McNary has
said. Reference has been made to the attitude of New England.
When I buy a textile garment made in New England I may have to
Bay a little more because of the tariff. I do not complain about it,

ecause out in my territory, 3,000 miles away, we do not produce
these textile articles, but we have to get them in New England. I
do not think that should be any argument whatever against a tariff
on things that we produce that they may not produce. If it is to be
considered an argument against a teriff on an article because it is
produced in one particular section and not in another, then tariff
rotection goos. There are very few articles bearing tariff that are
ound in all parts of the country.

Then with reference to the lumber situation in our country, I am
just going to repeat what has been already uttered, that when I
first went out there 40 years ago, I remember that the timber came
right down to the water’s edge, on Puget Sound all up and down the
west country. Now, the timber has gone back, in many places miles
back into the interior, and the expense of what we might say harvest-
ing timber there seems to be very much greater than it was in the
earlier days. I have been to Alaska two or three times, going there
via British Columbia. I found that the timber conditions there are
now, as has been said here, just what they were 40 years ago when I
went out to Washington.

With reference to the cost of shingles being increased by a tarift
to the farmer, I will take the liberty of just calling attention to some-
thing that everybody knows but Erobably we overlook in human
nature, and a personal reference which I hope you will pardon me.
When I went out to the State of Washington, it was then a terri-
tory, 40 years ago. The next year I built a little house, a 3-
room house. I had to get shingles to put on the roof. That roof
is still on that house now. Whatever increase in shingles 1 paid
to roof that house that I had to pay by reason of the tariff, I paid
it then and it has never been paid again. I occupied that house
myself for 15 or 20 years. I diJ) not have to pay the tariff on those
shingles during that time. I had paid it once. So on the houses
and barns throughout the country if one gets shingles to cover his
house or his outhouse or his barn, if the price is increased slightly
b{ reason of the tariff, he pays it once and never again during his
lifetime does he have to pay it.

. Senator Couzens. As I understand it, he does not have to pay
it now.

Senator Jones. He is not any worse off than I was when I built
my little house; I know that. Five or ten dollars may have been
the increase. Granting that it is increased I think the main object
of that tariff, the main effect of it will be what has been said here,
that it will stabilize the industry, furnish a more steady market,
and instead of an increased price, that will be the result of it.

Senator TroMAas. What use is being made of cut-over land?

Senatcr JoNEs. Generally there is not very much use being made
of it. There are some parts on the west side of the mountains where
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the forest has been taken down that it is being farmed. It furnishes
wonderful dairy land and when you get rid of those big stumps
it is wonderfully productive; a great deal of it is. For reforesting,
going back to forest, there is a great deal of the land that has been
orest that practically nothing is being done with it because it is an
ex&)ensivo proposition to clear that land of stumps.

want to say that we appreciate very much indeed the kindness
of the chairman and the consideration that he and the members
of the committee have given us and the patience with which they
have heard us.

STATEMENT OF HON. FREDERICK STEIWER, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

[Including shingles, par. 403]

Senator Sterwen. With the indulgence of the committee I would
like to be heard just a minute. I do not want to make an extended
statement.

It is difficult for a man from the Northwest to be brief in the pres-
entation of the question involved in a proposition for tarill's on shingles
and lumber. I will be brief because I know that the coast branches
of the industry will be represented here if they are not already, and
their technical arguments will be made.

I have in my hand a limited number of resolutions that I should
like to have printed in the record. One is the resolution of the Port-
land Employees Wood Promotion Committee. The other is a me-
morial of the Legislature of the State of Washington, and the third
is really a written statement prepared and submitted to me by certain
of the lumber and shingle producers.

Senator Couzens. That will be put in the record.

Scnator STEIwEeR. I shall appreciate it if these may be extended in
the record.

I have in addition to that much material that I will file with the
clerk of the committec ncarly 200 telegrams. 1 think it would
extend your record unduly to print this material and it is not neces-
sary, and if I may file it with the committee I will be very glad,
indeed, if the committee in giving your final study to the matter
would just note the extent to which this matter is affecting the
lumber industry of the extreme Northwest.

Senator THonmas. If agreeable I suggest you pick out two or three
telegrams that might be typical and then make a statement that you
are filing so many in support of the proposition.

Senator STEiwER. I shall be glad to comply with the suggestion of
the Senator and to do that later after I examine them, and will then
hand to the clerk of the committee those I think best present the

uestion.
a As far as my own statement is concerned I will limit it to the
thoughts that come from my own experience, which may not be in
the fullest sense developed by the witnesses who appear before the
committee.

The members of the committee know that in the land-grant States
a very large proportion of the total acreage in area is held by the
United States Government in one form or another. In Oregon there
is a very great holding in the reserves which are now called the
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national forest. In others of the Western States there is a very large
public domain of vacant uncultivated land. We have in Oregon, in
addition to these classes of lands, large areas in the Indian reserves
and some considerable area in the national parks. In the total area
thus held from State sovereignty there is about 50 per cent of the
entire State. There are States in the West where the condition is
even more drastically difficult than that in Oregon. All of the 11
Western States are vory seriously affected by that condition which
exists,

I do not como here in a tariff hearing to protest against that condi-
tion. It is one that if it is ever \c be dealt with 1t will have to be
taken up probably by other legislation, but I mention it as a fact for
the committee’s attention or consideration, that the State of Oregon
does not have sovereignty over one-half of her area to the extent
that most of the other States of the Union en{ov sovercignty. Spe-
cifically, we lack the power of taxation. Although we lack that
power of taxation the law of the land imposes on the State the duty
of the enforcoment of the law and the duty of carrying on functions
olfl government as to the Federal-owned and controlled area as well as
the rest.

The result is that try as we may we do not find it possible by the
most frugal means to cut down taxation on our privately owned
timber. More than that the Government is selling some timber to
the national forest organizations from the national forest. They sell
their timber on a pay as you enter basis, that is to say, you make a
stumpage contract with the national forest, you make a down pay-
ment of a certain amount, and then pay as you cut and remove the
stumpage from then on. The commodity that you buy remains on
tho land as stumpage until it is cut and is tax free. Usually it is cut
and removed during the course of the year that it escapes the power
of the State or local agency to levy any taxes and remains tax free.
Thus, what ought to be a great asset to the Western States becomes
a rather empty rather than a real or substantial benefit to tho people,
and we are confronted with the problem of placing a high tax rate upon
privately owned timber and then have the United States in compe-
tition with private timber owners selling tax free and interest free
and on a down payment basis that the private owner can not hope to
compete with.

Senator Couzens. You do not take that into account when the
Government fixes the price?

Senator STEIWER. No. The Government timber usually brings a
better price than private timber. It is sold on bid.

Senator Couzens. They do not get as much for Government
owned timber as private?

Senator STEIWER. They get more.

Senator Couzens. Then that must give the private owners a
chance ?to compete if the Government get a higher price than the

rivate
P Senator STEIWER. I would not say that. It equalizes itself. I sa
the Government gets more but the lessened cost to the purchaser st
enables him to compete with the private owner of timber, and to a
large extent he does compete, although so far up to this time the
main development in ths ortinwest, the States of Oregon, Washing-
ton, and Idaho, has been private development as distinguish
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from development of Government land. There is a big operation
starting in southeastern Oregon now, an important operation in the
pine belt that I am not alluding to in this discussion because the
timber situation that is most vitally affected by these conditions is
not in the pine belt. It is the soft wood, Douglas fir, hemlock, spruce
area over on the west coast.

Senator WaLsH. Why can not you by law provide that when the
Government makes these sales of timber it should collect the tax and
transmit it to the State?

Senator STeiwer. That suggestion involves a possible constitu-
tional question of which I believe you could judge.

Senator WaLsH. Include it in the purchase price.

Senator STEIwer. I think possibly that could be done. The
answer that has been made to the same suggestions heretofore along
that general line is that you are seeking to put & tax on Government
pro?erty and the proposal has therefore been defeated.

If I may continue, the result of high taxes on an acreage that has to
be harvested once in a very long period, of course is obvious to the
business experience of Kou gentlemen of the committee. The taxes
merely accumulate. There is no income from the land—three actual
cuttings of timber with which to pay the taxcs, which merely accumu-
lates just as interesi compounds, and land that was originally cheap
land has now become a very, very dear investment. High taxes, a
relatively higher wage scale, a higher transportation cost, both by
rail and by sea, our costs by sea being higher than the British cost,
the Canadian cos!, irom Canada, by eason of the expense by our
coastwise shipping waters. These costs all tend to increase the cost
both of stumpage and of lumber, and the result is reflected by the
very serious inroads in our market from the Canadian timber.

Right now our farming industry, our wood industry, is most seri.
ously affected by the present slumr in the grain market. If you
gentlemen had asked me, up to the last three or four months, which
industry had suffered the most in the Northwest, farming or the
timber industry, I do not know how I could have answered that
question. It is a very real, serious problem.

Senator WaLsH. Do you mean the timber industry or the lumber,
the timber itself or the lumber itself? .

Senator STEIWER. Both. The lumber, if the Senator means
stumpage?

Senator WarLsu. Yes.

Senator STEIWER. Both the owner and manufacturer. As between
the two I think the owner probably is worse off than the manufacturer.
In many cases he is the same person, the same company, and where
it is the same commmy I think in those cases the company suffers
more by its ownership than it does in its manufacturing operations,
because there are some market conditions when by drastic curtail-
ments the manufacturer has been able to get something like a fair
return for lumber. L

The Japanese have recently placed a tariff into effect that operates
against the interests of Oregon and Washington producers. It
operatea especially against sgruce_and against some of the other
lumber products of the Northwest. I protested that tariff to our
State Department on the ground that it was discrimination against
the American lumber and in violation of our favored nation treaty
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clause, our commercial treaties with the Japanese Government.
The Japanese people in their wisdom did not assent to the protest
that was made, took a different view, and are putting their tariff
into c¢Tcet. We have not yet had full opportunity to note what
that will do to the northwest lumber industry, but I am certain that
cuts down part of the market. We think it enables us to dispose of
part of our surplus but every curtailment of volume means that
- much addition to the cost of the operation, and I want to insist as

seriously as I can to the committee that there is a really serious
question involved, and without arguing at length I ask the committee
to give most careful consideration to the evidence that comes from
the people engaged in the trade, becauso I sincerely believe that
there is a continuing reason to equalize the cost of production in our
lumber and shingle industry in the Northwest.

Senator Couzexns. Are Washington and Oregon in agreement?

Senator STEIWER. Substantially. There is disagreement that I
ovcht in full truth to refer to because I do not want to deceive the
committee. We have in both States, as I have in my State, some
timber owners and some large producers who also have heavy interests
in Canada, and I have found that wherever a timber producer in
Oregon also is interested in Canada, that he is not in favor of the
tanff. That opposition, and I say that with all respect to those
people—they are just as good as the rest of us, but their business
interests are not quite identical—that opposition is not a fair opposi-
tion. I know of three or four instances where Oregon timber men
have taken such a position on lumber and shingles and say, ‘“We have
.big holdings in Oregon; we are not afraid of Canadian competition;
we think there should bhe no tariff.”” 1In those cases where my atten-
tion has been called to it, the people who buy Oregon timber, and I
am thinking now of over in eastern Oregon, large mills, an important
industry at Bend in eastern Oregon, in both of these cases and one
other I think of, the timber hol(ﬁngs in Oregon are in the pine belt.
They have no red cedar, no hemlock, spruce, or Douglas fir in Oregon;
therefore, all the Oregon interests are not affected by the Canadian
importations very seriously, and for that reason I think their voice
ought not to be the controlling voice, and with the fullest desire that
they be prosperous along with everybody else, it seems to me the
proper course for the committee in considering this matter is to
consider the interests of those investors who hold the softwoods in
Oregon and in Washington, and that if you find from the technical
information that there is a differential in the cost of production, as I
claim there is, that you give consideration to the question of tariff.

I might add one other thought. 1 see Judge Bennet, of Chicago,
and I know of his interest in the pine company in eastern Oregon,
which is a pine operation, but I think nevertheless from some of the
things I have heard, that after his long study in this matter, his deep
interest in the general situation in timber sales, that he nevertheless
favors a tariff on timber.

So when I characterized some of the pine people as being opnosed
to the employment of tariff protection for the timber industry in the
northwest, I merely wanted to be understood that I did not intend
to include Mr. Bennet. Unless there are some questions I will ask
you to excuse me. )
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(Senator Steiwer submitted the following resolutions and tele-

grams:)
REsSOLUTION

Whereas in the States of Washington and Oregon, in which there is the largest
softwood lumber and red-cedar shingle production in the United States, the rate
of pay for common labor is about 33} per cent higher than for similar labor in
British Columbia (see Tariff Commission report, red-cedar shingles, March 2,
1927, Tables 10, 11, and 12); and .

ereas as shown by the above-noted Tarif Commission report, a largely
contributing cause of the low common labor wages in British Columbia is the
presence in the industry there of large numbers of orientals, who are not per-
mitted in the United States, but with whom Washington and Oregon laborers
aretecompe(liled to compete through the product into which their cheap labor
enters; an

Whereas British Columbia shippers to United States Atlantic coast points
have an advantage in freight rates over American shippers on account of being
able to use foreign bottoms, whercas American shippers are limited by law to
domestic bottoms which cost more to operate, this boing protection to the
American shipowner which should be extended to the users of the ships, including
em&loyers and employees; and

hereas taxes on timber in British Columbia are very much smaller than in
Washington and Oregon; a typical example presented to the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representatives showing that the taxes for 1928 on
a tract of British Columbia timber owned in fee simple, were 1.7 cents per thou-
sand feet, while taxes for 1928 on a tract of similar size in Oregon were 64 cents
per thousand feet, both tracts heing about equally accessible to log markets and
approximately equal in value per thousand feet; and
Whereas hecause of the foregoing cited, lower Canadian costs of production in
labor, shipping, and taxes, softwoods and red-cedar shingles along the whole
northern border of the United States west of the Mississippi River suffer from
Canadian competition, and are therefore entitled to that protecticn which is a
foundation principle of American administration and was subscribed to by both
leading parties at the recent presidential election; and .

Whereas the United States faces other forcign softwood competition in the
near future from Russia, and from Mexico, Nicaragua, and Honduras, lumber,
in fact, already being shipped in from these countries, all of which have cheaper
stumpage, and lower labor costs and standards of living; and .

Whereas the severe competition of other building materials and roofings will
effectively prevent any noteworthy increase in the cost of lumber and shingles
to the consumer if they are J)rotected from lower-cost foreign competition; and

Whereas stabilization and increase of lumber and shingle prices will not only
benefit A -orican workers, and therefore through their enhanced purchasing

wer, alsu benefit American business, but will also conserve American forests

y denabling producers to market lower grade timber and encourage reforestation;
an

‘Whereas reasonable profits in lumber production will benefit the consumer as
it will enable manufacturers to meet the cost of grade and trade marking, certi~
ﬁcat{ons gf grades and quantities and other guarantees of quality and measure-
ment; an

Whereas the generally understood and accepted rule is that any American
industry which has a higher cost of production than that of its foreign compe-
tition is entitled to at least sufficient protection to equalize the production cost:
Be it therefore

Resolved by the Portland (Oreg.) Employees Wood Promotion Committee, a
committee representing employees of the !osging and lumber manufacturing
industry of the Portland and Columbia River district, organized for the purpose
of promoting the use and sale of wood products, That'a duty that shall accom-
plish the above-mentioned equalizing of production costs should be placed upon
all lumber and lumber products and shingles entering the United States.

PorrranD EMrLoYEES WoOD PRrOMOTION COMMITTEE.
Paur E. Bawvrovu., Chairman.
H. F. WiLxINs,, $¢crdarv.

ArriL 10, 1929.
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Senator FREDERICK STEIWER,
Washington. D. C.

Dear Sir: The undersigned nation-wide distributors of red cedar shingles ap-
peal to you for assistance in presenting to the Congress a plea for a tariff on red
cedar shingles.  You have had this appeal before but the condition of the industry
in the States of Washington and Oregon is hecoming more serious and more acute
wit}x each passing month. The following salient points are presented for your
notice:

The production of red cedar shingles is the fifth largest industry in Washington
- and Oregon, eraploving directly in the mills 10,000 white Americans, nearly all of
them heads of families, and counting an average family as four people there are
apjl)‘roximately 40,000 individuals who are dircctly cor.cerned.

here are approximately 200 shingle mills in Washington and Oregon, rep-
resenting an investment of more than $30,000,000 and capable of producing an-
nually a finished product valued at approximately $30,000,000 if allowed to pro-
duce on full time. »

We have the men and we have the equipment to produce and the organization
to distribute the product of these 200 mills at prices that will permit a fair wage
to be paid the workmen and to allow a fair return on the investmment, provided the
Congress will remove the present discriminatory condition or situation in which
it has allowed this industry to be placed, and which can be rectified by the enact-
ment of suitable legislation.

The American red cedar shingle industry has a major and formidable com-
petitor in the British Columbia mills and this competition ix slowly but surely
stifling the industry in Washingten and Oregon.  The Canadian niills have the
same nmechanical efficiency as the Aimerican mills and in addition have the decided
nmnul'acturin%advantage of employing oriental labor. The report of the United
States Tariff Commission discloses in its report that oriental labor, chiefly Chi-
nese, is employed to a very large extent in British Columbia shingle miils and
oriental and this labor is competing directly with white American labor on almost
the entire British Columbia production coming into the United States duty free.
The Canadian mills have the advantage of a more favorable tax situation.  They
have cheaper timber than American mills, and according te the United States
Tariff Commission an analysis of these features show that the Canadian mitls
hha_\'e 19. cost advantage over the United States manufacturer of 31 cents per 1,000
shingles.

The tariff on the import of shingles into the United States, was removed in
Octoher, 1913, and it is interesting to note the cnsuing decline in the American
shingle industry, while at the same time the British Columbia mills have made
tremendous gains. The following comparative schedule of shingle production is
called to your notice.

Shingle production

; ' " In Washington and
In British Columbia i i Oregon
Year i Total 1 Year Y retal '
ota ota
' , Percent |. Per cent
: tho‘:lus:md : gain | ‘ tho(l::ﬁmd loss
643,000 ° 7718000 | ........
1,060, 000 , 70 3Y, S
1, 895,000 64y, 949 14
1, 800, 000 | 7 211,150 [}
2,278,000 ! 7,197, 000 7
2, 584,000 ! 4,475. 491 42
2,412,000 i 6, 514,949 15
2,714,000 ! 5, 136,000 3
2, 260,000 5, 735,650 4
2, 600, 000 } 7,152,992 7
2, 250, 000 7, 000, 000 9
3, 400, 000 i ‘ 7,270, 000 6
]

QGains and losses figured from 1913, the year of tariff removal.

It is generally assumed that shingle consumption has decreased, but it will be
noted that there is an actual increase of over 26 per cent since the removal of
the tariff in 1913, .

In conclusion: The present deplorable state of affairs is inconsistent with
traditional American policy, and it is unfair, but fortunately is a situation that



136 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

can and should be remedied. Tariff on shingles at least equivalent to the present
advantage of the Canadian mills should be imposed so that American mills may
-at least have an even break with foreign competition and thereby enable a very
considerable number of good white Americans to earn a decent respectable living
according to American standards.
Respectfully submitted.
Gray Lumber & Shirﬁ;le Co., by E. Gray, president; J. E. Pinkhan
Lumber Co., by E. H. Kuke, secretary-manager; Fred A. England
Lumber Co., by E. J. Sealey, secretary-treasurer; The C. A. Mauk
Lumber Co., by D. D. Baldwin; N. La Vine Lumber Co., Iiy
N. La Vine, president; Lloyd Hillman Lumber Co., by L. L.
Hillman, president; w. 1. Carpenter Lumber Co., by D. W.
Carﬁmter, president; John McMaster Shingle Co., by W. C.
McMaster; M. R. §mith Lumber & Shingle Co., by Paul R.
Smith; Louisiana Red th)ress Co.; Babeock Angell Lumber Co. ;
Tree Lumber Co.; West Shore Lumber Co.; Seattle Cedar Lumber
Manufacturing Co., by D. O. D. Black, treasurer.

{Telegram]

AsTORIA, OREG.. June 13, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
United States Senate, Washinglon, D. C.:

Understand hearing tariff on Canadian lumber will soon be up before Senate
investigating committee. Can not too strongly urge your support of Northwest
industry and labor by equitable tariff Canadian lumber to compensate for low
water rates, favorable stumpage, and oriental competition in favor Canadians.
Northwest mills now running five days per week, some less, and labor paid
accordingly. All Northwest interested and will appreciate your support.

W. P. O'BriEN.

[Telegram)
SaLEM, ORrEQ., June 18, 1929.
FREDERICK STEIWER,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.:

I have the honor to inform you that the Thirty-fifth Legislative Assembly of
Oregon now in session has passed the following memorial filed in this office
January 17, 1929:

““Senate joint memorial No. 1 to the Honorable Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled:

‘““Whereas the present tariff rates are not adequate to protect the timber
industry of the Northwest against foreign competition and it is of vital interest to
the people of the State of Oregon that all timber products be fully and ade-
quately protected against destructive foreign com;l)etition: Now, therefore, be it

' Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oregon (the I ouse of Representatives jointly
concurring therein), that we your memorialists, the senate of the State of Oregon
the house of representatives concurring, respectfully request the Congress of
the United States to so revise and increase the tariff rates upon all timber prod-
ucts and their by-products to the end that those great industries of the north-
west may be fully and amply protected against destructive foreign competition;
and be it further

Resolved, that the secretary of state of the State of Oregon be, and he herelg
is, requested to forthwith telegraph a copy of this joint memorial to Hon. W. C.
H’awley, Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee of the National Congress,
and also to the other individual members of the Oregon delegation in Congress
asking their eugport on behalf of the matters embraced in this memorial adopted

by the senate January 16, 1929.
“A. W. NorBLAD,
“ Presidenl of the Senate.

“R. S. Hamivron
“Speaker of the House."”

Hav E. Hoss, Secretary of State.

“Concurred in by the house January 17, 1929,
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RESOLUTION

Whereas the importation of lumber from foreign countries, duty free, is seriously
threatening one of the principal industries of the United étates; curtailing pro-
duction of American lumber and forcing idleness to American labor; and

Whereas those engaged in the lumber industry in the United States can not
meet the comgetition of foreign countries in the markets of the United States by
reason of the high standard of American living; and "

Wherees curtailment in the industry is being forced by reason of the importa-
. tion of lumber as abuved stated; now therefore be it

Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce of Burns, Harney County, Oreg.
appreciating the scrious condition confronting the lumber industry of the Unite
States as ahove stated recommend and urfe that a substantial, productive tariff
be impiosed upon all soft wood lumber coming into the United States from foreign
countries.

CHaMBER oF CoMMERCE OoF BURNs, OREG.,
By A. A. BarbWELL, President,
By B. H. Sxowbpox, Secretary.

CenTRAL PaciFic Lumser Co.,
Portland, Oreg., April 19, 1929,
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,

Senate Office Building, Washinglon, D. C.

HoNoraBLE Sir: We have carefully read the briefs in support of the proposed
tariff on ltmber and the various arguments both for and against it, submitted by
the various parties at interest.

To the arguments submitted by those in support of the tariff we can think of
nothing that could be added. The best argumeénts probably in favor of the tariff
are those made aggrinst it by different groups who are pro'ﬁtinf by the importation
of cheap lumber. We had no idea that such a volume of lumber and shingles
was heing imported. Their claim of conservation shows utter lack of knowledge
of the timber situation on the Pacific coast, where in the State of Oregon alone,
close to two-fifths of the standing fir timber is overripe and rapidly depreciating.
We happen to know very well one of the strongest opponents to the proposed
tariff measure, who states frecly and frankly, when apgronched with a view of
getting him to invest in timber on the Cascade Range, that it is largely defective
which means ‘“overripe’ and that no profitable operation can bhe conducted there
at the present time. The Cascade Range, as you know contains a very large

rcentage of the present stand of Douglas fir in both Washington and Oregon.

his gentleman is, of course, a large owner and operator in Canadian timber.

Just why all other American manufactured products involving a large per-
centage of labor should be protected and why lumber manufacturers have gone
to sleep and permitted this condition to exist is something that w¢ arc unahle
to explain, especially since the construction of the Panama Canal which moved
the heavy stand of cheap British Columbia timber several thousand mile:. nearer
to our Atlantic coast and which was built entirely by our money and through
which, as we understand, Canadian lumber, even on Canadian. boats, has free
passage.

Yours very truly,
CenTRAL Paciric Lumser Co.,
J. F. Wausn, Prestdent.

{Telegram}

PortLAND, OREG., May 8, 1929.
Senator FREDERICK STEIWER,
Unilted States Senate:

Tariff bill as re{)orted out of House is of no value whatever to Oregon lumber-
men. There are large number of cedar mills in State of Washington but none in
Oregon. What we want is tariff on Dou?las fir and hemlock lumber. We are
having the severest kind of competition from Canada, ship after ship leaving
British Columbia for New York, Philadelphia, and Boston, which make lower
freight rates on account of being foreign ships, while we want to use and have to
use American ships from our ports to our own Atlantic coast ports on account of
American navigation laws. We are not askimf for tariff on gulp and paper,
Hope you can have Douglas fir and hemlock lumber included in Senate bill,
Kindest regards.

CHas, E. Danr.
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Tae C. A. Mauk Lumser Co.,
Seattle, Wash., January 10, 1929,
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Washington, D. C.: '
DEAR Sir: We are appealing to Northwest Congressmen and Senators to
lend their assistance and support to secure favorable tariff legislation for the pro-
tection of our cedar lumber and shingles, This industry, as you know, is on the
verge of bankrurtc,v and ruination, due to the encroachment of British Columbia
manufacturers in the American market, largely through the employment of
oriental labor.
Please help us secure the removal of this discrimination against our northwest
labor, and one of our niost important industries.
Yours truly,
Tne C. A. Mauk Lumser Co.,

D. D. BaLpwin.

PoRTLAND, OREG., June 19, 1929,
Hon FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

Should good American citizens be compelled to compete with oriental labor or
American miills be forced to ship their lumber on American-owned vesscls at
freight rates ranging from one to four dollars more than the Canadian mills are
able to sccure by transporting their lumber in foreign hottoms? We do not feel
that there is any justice in such a situation, and practically every citfzen in the
State of Oregon joins us in this opinion. If the timber here in the Northwest is
to be harvested and sold at a price which will permit steady operation, it is imper-
ative that a protective tariff he placed on lumber, and we would ask that you do

everything in your power to that end.
y giny po C. D. Jounson Lumser Co.

PoRrTLAND, OREQ., June 19, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER, ‘
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

‘We hear much about the conservation of timber. The most important feature
of timber conservation is for the mill to be able to market their umber at a
reasonable price so that the entire log low grades as well as uppers may find sale.
With the Canadian mills usurping one of our most important domestic markets
and threatening to cut in on others the entire program of conservation is threat-
ened and you can perform a great service for the State you represent by doing
everything possible to secure passage of the bill for tariff on lumber.

SHERMAN Bros. Lumnger Co.

PorTLAND, OREG., June 19, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

While we have oriental exclusion law, the product of hoth sawmills and shingle
mills in Canada that are manned by oricntals and Hindoos is coming into our
domestic markets, especially on the Atlantic coast, and dominating them. Such
a situation is in violation of the spirit of the oriental exclusion act and we would
urge that you use every possible effort to secure passage of protective tariff on

lumber.
Luepinauaus Lumser Co.

PorTLAND, OREG., June 19, 1929,
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

Regardless of whether or not the people who have money invested in sawmills,
logging equipment, and standinf timber are entitled to any protection, the la-
borers in the fir-producing sections of this State should not be compclled to
compete with the Chinese that man most of the mills in Canada. The humani-
tarian side of a protective tariff for lumber is within itself sufficient to justify its
passage, which we urge you to get behind. AT c

. A. Inwin Co.
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PorTLAND, OREG., June 19, 1929,
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

Millions of feet of red cedar timber in State of Qregon is suitable only for
making shingles. At the rate the Canadian shingle mills are cutting in on the
domestic business it will only be a quecstion of a few years until the shingle
industry in western Oregon and Washington will be practically eliminated, as it
is impossible to operate with American labor and comgt\at-e with the product of

orientals. Please do your best to enact protective legislation.

SniNaLE & LuMBER SaLes (INc.).

EvucoeNE, Orea., June 19, 1929,
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

We are advised that Russian lumber is being imported by this country. Our
wage cost almost 10 times that of Russian lumber. This competition will force
down wages and means eventual ruin to many of our mills, therefore urge that
you do utmost secure passage of protective tariff

Fir TimBer Co.

PorTLAND, OREG., June 19, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washinglon, D. C.:

Many thousand of loyal ex-service men who are employed in the lumber
industry throughout Oregon and Washington now find themselves working short
hours on account of the fact that Canadian mills employing oriental labor are
taking the domestic business away from the concerns that are giving them
work. There are many angles to this situation which show the injustice of it,
but as an ex-service man this one impresses me the most, and I sincerely hope
that you are firmly behind the prospective lumber tariff.

McLeaN Louuser Co.

PortLAND, OREG., June 18, 1929,

Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washinglon, D. C.:

With millions of dollars invested in standing timber, the most of which ripe
and ready to be harvested, calling for steady operation. The mills in Oregon
and Washington now find their markets being dominated b{ the Canadian, who,
duc to numerous inequalities, can make prices far below those which American
mills can meet without scrious losses. Produetion in Oregon forced to run oa
slow bell, while Canadian mills sell increasing footage on Atlantic coast. Estab.
lishment of protective tariff of vital importance to every citizen in the State.

Please do your utmost to secure passage. .
Crark & WiLson Lumser Co.

DavLas, ORreG., June 19, 1929.
Senator FREDERICK STEIWER,
Washington, D. C.:

Because there is no organized effort among lumber manufacturers to further a
lumber tariff, it may appear that there is no serious interest, and I wish to assure
rou that every manufacturer in this State, excepting a few who hold interests in

ritish Columbia, is more vitally interested than cau be indicated in a telegram.
Best statistics available show industry working 75 per cent normal capacity and
majoritf plants operating five days a week or less, causing considerable hardship

o

on employees.
GEORGE GERLINGER,

Willamette Valley Lumber Co.
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PorTLAND, OREG., June 18, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK STEIWER,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

The Atlantic coast cargo market, which consumes annually close to
2,000,000,000 feet of fir, is very important to the mills in Oregon. It is not pos-
sible to hold that market for American mills as long as the Canadian producers
are allowed to ship into this country without paying some sort of & dut{. as they
are always able to secure a lower freight rate, and the class of labor which they
employ being prohibitive to a large extent in this country gives them an added
advantage which is hard to overcome, and we feel that you should do evervthing
in your power to put the lumber tariff over. :
B. F. Jounson LumMBER Co.

(Senator Steiwer has also filed with the committee 103 additional
telegrams.)

LETTER FROM CLARENCE L. BAHR, ATTORNEY AT LAV,
WASHINGTON D. C.
JUNE 29, 1929,

Hon. Davip I. WaLsH,
Member Subcommitiee No. J, Senale Finance Commillee,
Washinglon, D. C.

DEaR Sir;: There appears in the record of the hearings in the testimony of
Mr. Bratlie before your committee a statement relative to the National Associa-

tion Against a Lumber, Shingle, and Log Tariff.
» » * * * . *

We have had in our possession for some time certain documents issued by the
lumber industry tariff committee. These documents were issued for the purpose
of levying substantial contributions on the industry, to be used in an endeavor
to secure a tariff on lumber, logs, and shingles. We had not intended using these
documents of the organization of which Mr. Bratlie is a member until he filed
the statement referred to.

I happen to be personally employed as attorney for various interests opposed
to a tariff on lumber, shingles, and logs, some of which have Canadian interests.
I feel that in justice to my clients, I should now file the documents referred to
above with a request that you make this letter and these documents a part of
the record of the hearings before your committee on the wood schedule.

I might add for the information of your committee that the National Associa~
tion Agai~= a Tariff on Lumber, Shingles, and Logs was on;ganized merely as &
convenienc' for expressing the views of and collecting facts for interesis all over
the country who are opposed to a tariff on these items.

Yours very truly, CLARENCE L. BaHR.

FEBRUARY 12, 1929,
SaevLiN Hixon Co., Bend, Oreg.

GENTLEMEN: There are about 2,000,000,000 feet of lumber coming into the
United States annually from Canada, which pays no duty.

There is also a considerable quantity of lumber now coming into the United
States from Russia, which pays no duty.

I Ifbwe wish to ship lumber into Canada we pay 24 per cent duty on all surfaced
umber.

An effort is being made to have a duty of $3 per thousand feet placed on all
Jumber coming into the United States from foreign countries.

In order to raise funds to defray the expense incidental to having a duty imposed
on foreign lumber, Mr. Frank H. Lamb, of Hoquiam, Wash., has been induced
t? gtg'ie a grtcat deal of time, and also incurred considerable expense in the handling
o s matter.

A committee headed by Mr. R. W. Condon have made up a list of mills in the
?ﬁaites otf Oregon and Washington, and have assessed each mill in proportion to

eir cut.

We are asking you to contribute $350.

Please make check payable to R. W. Condon, and return same in the inclosed
stamped envelope.

Thanking you in advance, we are,

Your. very truly, Dant & RusseLr (INc.),
By CHuas. E. DaNT.
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LuMBER INDUSTRY TARIFF COMMITTEE,
February 16, 1929.
SueviLiN-Hixon Co.; Bend, Oreg.

GENTLEMEN: We are inclosing copy of a brief filed with the Ways and Means
Committee of Con%ress asking for a tariff of $3 per thousand fcet on softwood
lumber imports. This brief contains facts vitally interesting to lumber men.

If you will read the brief and study the probable results of Russian competi-
tion you will see the nccessity for immediate action on the part of western lum-
bermen. Russian competition presents a grave situation to the American lum-
ber interests, especially to western lumbermen, and is far more scrious than
Canadian competition. We arc indeed fortunate that there will be a special
session of Congress in April and that this Congress will consider tariff revision.
That will afford an opportunity to check certain disaster before it reaches an
alarming stage. All know what British Columbia competition has done to the
American cedar shinglo industry. The distress forced on the American shingle
industry is just a small example of what Russian comlpetition, combined with
that of the present, is almost certain to do to western lumbering interests.

The Lumber Industry Tarif Committee was ably represented at the wood
schedule heariu%s in Washington January 17 and will be represented at the free
list hearings February 20, 21, and 22, e need to use every effort to prevent
increased distress to western lumbering interests. You know the meaning of
curtailments and low prices, and unless conditions are changed further curtail-
ment of production and still lower prices are an absolute certainty.

Fighting for a tariff necessitates expense. To ineet this expense the tariff
committee is asking all mills to contribute $1 for one day for each thousand feet
of daily mill capacity. This is askin& a small sum compared with the benefit
to be received from a tariff. . This tariff work is for your own and industry benefit
and the tariff committee needs and is entitled to your full sgport and assistance.

We would like to have you write to your Members of Congress urging them
to work and vote for a tariff on softwood lumber. We have an excellent chance
to secure the desired tariff, but need your full cooperation and help. and hope to
receive your early reply and remittance.

ours very truly,
R. W. Coxboy,
General Chatrman of Tariff Commiltlee.

CALIFORNIA WHITE AND SUGAR PINE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,

San Francisco, February 26, 1929,
To members: Circular No. 2382.

Subject: Lumber Industry Tariff.

The following letter has been received from Messrs. Dant & Russell (Ine.),
and is quoted for your information:

‘“We are inclosing herewith a brief submitted by Mr. R. W. Condon, which
we would like to have you look over.

‘We are raising some money to try to put a duty on Canadian lumber, or in
fact lumber from all other foreign countries. As you no doubt know, Russia is
now putting some lumber into this country.

‘“ Another matter which is becoming very important is, that practically all
foreign countries are putting new duties against American lumber. At present
Australia has a duty of $40 per thousand feet on sizes 214 by 7 and smaller, with
$20 duty on all larger sizes. Japan is putting on new duties and raising h:r old
ones, and if we had the proper representation in Washington, there is no doubt
but we could get a fair deal by counterbalancing with duties on their goods.
For instance, from Australia beef and wool; from Japan silk and other items.

‘I do not know what your association is doing on this question but would be
very glad to hear from you in reference to the same.”

¢ BRIEF
‘‘THE TARIFF CHANGE REQUESTED

“The Pacific Northwest lumber industry is interested in paragraph 1700 of
the present tariff act, which places lumber on the free list. This industry respect-
fully asks that what is known as softwood lumber,be removed from the free list,

63310—29—voL 4, SCHED +———10



142 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

placed on the dutiable list, and that a specific duty of $3 per thousand feet board
measure on the American valuation plan, be fixed as an import duty on all soft-
wood lumber products, other than cedar lumber—a tariff on which is requested
in a separate brief—when imported t2 the United States.

‘““There are now no restrictions or prohibitions of any kind limiting the
importation of lumber products to the United States markets. The differences
in cost of production, including foreign transportation advantages, at present
existing between American lumber production and the production of lumber
in British Columbia, the f»rincipal lumber competitor in the United States mar-
ket, average approximately the amount requested as a tariff.

‘““Western lumber producers, who have no foreign mill or timber interests,
are practically unanimous in supporting the request for an import duty on soft-
wood lumber, and are aware that a number of American owners of foreign mill
and timber interests, and lumber importers, are opposee to a tariff on the importa-
tion of lumber products. These American owners of such foreign interests,
and lumber importers will no doubt present opposition to a lumber tariff in
the guise of farmers, as they have in the past, and will allege a fear of increased
cost to the ultimate consumer. American lumbhermen ask attention to the fact
that low prices to the producer, and price fluctuations, seldom follow to the
consumer, and assert that final users of lumbers product need have no fear of
either high or exorbitant prices on lumber hecause structural substitutes of the
various kinds will and do constantly stand as a perpetual guarantee that fair
prices for lumber will be and must be charged in order to prevent composite
substitutes from superseding lumber as the lcader in buildin% materials.

“Lumber and shinlgles are the important building materials not now on the
protected list. Tariffs on steel, composite roofings, and other structural pro-
ducts have not produced exorbitant prices for those materials, and there is no
fair reason to assume that a tariff on lumber will produce excessive prices for
lumber products.

‘“Reliable information has come to western lumbermen that forcign interests
will present opposition to the proposed tariffs on softwood lumber and shin'gles.
They ask that the specific interests and reasons of such opponents be carefull
ascertained and investigated, and they assert that foreign interests, even thoug
emanating from American citizenship, should not in fairness, be considered
in the placement of American tariffs that are intended to protect American
ll?b?t:dmslga t?!mericsm industry, and generally benefit all of the people of the

n 8.

““REABONS FOR RECOMMENDING A TARIFF ON SOFTWO0OD LUMBER

* Western lumbermen are asking for a tariff on softwood lumber for the following
reasons:

‘‘To promote the general welfare of all of the people of the United States, and
incrcase Awmerican progress and prosperity.

“To give emplovment to idle American lahor which has been very largely
forced into much idleness because of the cnormous foreign importation of compet-
ing lumber products.

‘“To prevent the forcing of American lahor and American manufacture into
direct and open competition in United States market with foreign and orientally
produced lumber.

“To give at least an equal opportunity to American labor and American
manufacturers in the production of American lumber for sale in the markets of
the United States.

“To remove existing advantages that are now legislatively afforded foreign
lumber production over American lumber.

‘“To eliminate existant discriminations, handicaps and disadvantages now
existant against the production of lumbher in the United States.

*To foster, encourage, and increase American business, and American commerce
in the United States.

“To protect and preserve American business and American industry, and
prevent increased distress to the American lumber industri.

“To carry out and fulfill the pledges and promises of both of the great political
parties, which have promised and xledge protection to American labor and
American industry, to the end that American labor and American industry may
again command the home market, may maintain the American standard of
living, and count upon the steady employment in the accustomed fields.
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‘‘IMPORTANCE OF THE AMERICAN LUMBER INDUSTRY

“The American lumber industry has a total of more than 20,000 lumber pro-
ducing plants throughout the Nation; its development began with the settlement
of the American Continent, and its future gives every promise of perpetual con-
tinuance. Its investment far exceeds a total of more than $500,000,000, and
employment is given to several million workmen. It annually contributes
millions to the maintenance of kindred industries, is one of the Nation'’s heaviest
t\?xaayers, and one of the largest supporters of the transportation systems of our
Nation.

‘“Western lumber mills, which are those most vitally affected because of the
lack of tariff on lumber, total more than 1,500 and have an investment of over
$200,000,000. They give employment to fully 200,000 workmen, support a popu-
lation of more than a million people, and furnish an annual payroll to American
labor in excess of $200,000,000.

“COMPARABLE PRODUCTION COSTS OF COMPETING COUNTRIES

“The principal foreign lumber producing country, competing with American
lumber products in the United States at the present, is Canada. From Depart-
ment of Commerce reporte, showing lumber imports it will be noted that Cana-
dian lumber exports to United States markets total more than 98 per cent of all
softwood lumber imports. The stumpage value in Canada, and gencral wages
paid, are lower than those paid in the Western lumber industry, oriental labor
constitutes 39 per cent of the employees in British Columbia sawiills, and these
orientals come into direct and open competition with American labor in the
production of lumber products that enter American markets free and which
are sold in dircet competition with the lumbher products of American workmen.
Because the present tariff laws of the United States and Canada specially favor
Canadian lumber production it may be fairly charged that the orientals of Canada
are legislated actual employment preference over American workmen in the
production of lumber products for sale in United States markets.

‘ Department of Commerce reports show softwood lumber imports to United
States markets as follows:

| Canadian, | Total, : ;Per 1,000
1,000 1,000 ' Valuation ) valua.
' import import l tion

L717,324 | 1,734,570 850,431,401 |  €20.06

1,734,
), | 1,775,505 48,775,818 27.48
1,502,970 | 1,633,785 | 43,179,785 26.43
1,302,004 | 1,322,380 | 34,452,308 26,08

“A study of the foregoing table discloses a continual lowering in price, an
annual decline in imports, except for 1926, and that Canadian exports to United
States markets equal approximately 22 per cent of the production of Northwest
lumber mills. The decline in imports and decreased prices impl'v that the United
States lumber market is not only unprofitable to American lumber producers
hut because of the demoralization of prices and industry conditions the American
market is even becoming undesirable to foreign exporters. There can be no
question but what foreign importations of lumber and forced American curtail-
ment of lumber production is the precise cause for decreased American mill prices
and general American lumber industry distress,

“1¢ is commonly known that rctail lumber prices have suffered no decrease
in the past several years, and this fact substantiates the claim that low prices to
mills, and price fuctuations, do not follow to ultiinate consumers.

“Forced American curtailment in lumber production in Northwest lumber
mills averaged 15 per cent in 1925, approximately the same in 1926 and 1927,
and a fractfon more than 20 per cent in 1928,

““The present cost advantage to British Columbia lumber production over
American lumber production are:

Average lower labor €08t ... oo cceaoaaaa. per 1,000 feet.... $0. 48
Average lower stumpage price. - - ..o oo ccecicciacccacionnnnan- do.... .70
Average lower stumpage tax. .o oo ceo e eecaicccaaaas do.... .08
Average lower log €ost. oo oo eieeceemacaeaas do.... .43

Total cost advantage favoring British Columbia._ ... ..o .. 1. 69
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“In addition to the above advantages a large amount of Canadian exports
have lower transportation rates to American markets than have the Northwest
mills. This is due to the American navigation laws, and these lower rates amount
to as much as $2 per thousand feet.

“THE RUBSIAN MENACE

“Russian lumber export to the United States markets is just begixming.
Russian timber stands are among the finest in the world, and nationalized.
Russian labor receives a total of 40 cents per day as wages, and comparability
of Russian production costs with American costs is valucless at present. The
timber in Russia was confiscated by the Soviet government from its forme 1
owners, and the only item of probable cost comparability is the 40 cents a day
Russian wage compared with the $4 to $10 per day wage that is paid to American
lumber workmen.

“Department of Commerce reports show Russian lumber imports to United
States markets as follows:

! Per 1,000

i

Total ;
Year ! import (feet) | Valuation | valuation

. - ---_.._..-,' t -..4—4

|
I925..crnenencceceeaeaen et eae e neeetatneasaens s s e ecenesetana P ool see| e
1927, eeceacacccconcaceacecsccasccsascarasansasesnanacanansanannse l 5, £902,000 , 208,310 . 53.34
1028, e cenneierccseaccncscenscntecamanarancaroncssennanmanasas aann 20, 276,000 X 447,203 i 22,08

It is stated in lumbering import circles that contracts have been consumated
for the importation of several hundred million feet of Russian lumber to United
States markets during the present vear. Positive proof substantiating this
claim has not been obtainable, but the increase shown in the foregoing table,
and ?eneral knowledge of Russian conditions amply justifies the fear of the Ameri-
can lumber industry that the 1928 and subsequent year imports from Russia
will be sufficiently large to materially increase the present distress of the American
lumber industry

‘“ American lumbermen know that changes in tariff laws are infrequent, and
they realize that untess a lumber tariff is obtained in the coming tariff revision
the lumber industry of the United States may be driven to extreme disaster before
the period of another revision. They therefore most sincerely ask a careful and
:_arnest consideration of probable future contingencies as well as existant condi-

ions.

“Authorities on the American business outlook assert that Russian exports to
the United States presage tremendous disaster to the American lumber industry
within the next two years, unless conditions are changed. An official of one of
the largest timber owners and manufacturers in the West states his company
came into competition with a cargo of Russian lumber that was delivered on the
dock in the city of New York at a Jower price than it could be produced at the
mill of his company. It is therefore evident that the price at which the Russian
cargo was sold was at least $9 under the current American price, as transportation
costs alone, according to Forestry Department statistics, avera%e more than $9
per thousand feet. American lumbermen respectfully submit that competition
with Russlan lumber products in United States markets is an utter impossibility
under existant conditions.

‘‘AMERICAN PAY-ROLL LOSSES

“Forced idleness to Northwest lumber employces during the past four year
occasioned wage losses in the State of Washington totaling more than $100,
000,000, decreased American commerce agproxnmately $400,000,000, and cur-
tailed American business profits fully $40,000,000. During the same period
Oregon wage losses totaled at least $60,000,000, further curtailed American
commerce $240,000,000 and lessened American business profits $24,000,000.
Figures for other western lumbering States are not available but it is certain
wage losses in other states have been enormous, and there can be no question
but what the United States Government shared very extensively in these
tremendous losses.

‘ Domestic production of the United States lumber import would give annual
employment to 25,000 workmen, afford an additional yearly pay roll of $40,-
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000,000, produce an annual product of the value of $50,000,000, and support
a pol!‘)ulation of 100,000 people. )
““Forced curtailment of mill operations constitutes one of the very large but
now necessary items of expense in lumber production. Closing the mills does
not affect the continuation of taxes, interest, insurance, watchmen, and other
numerous expense items that are impossible of climination. If American nills
were able to operate full time this enormous curtailment expense would be elim-
inated, and the removal of that one item from production costs would very
nearly permit the production of lumber at present mill prices and at a profit
to the mills. Curtailinent expense may be fairly termed useless waste, but this
waste is forced on American mills by foreign competition, and existing discrim-

atory tariffs,
¢INTERESTING LUMBERING DATA

“The total timber stand in the United States as estimated by the Forestry
Department is 2,214,000,000,000 feet.  Of this amount 2714 per cent is in national
forests or belongs to States.  In Washington and Oregon over 50 per cent of the
standing timber is owned by the Federal Government and the respeetive States.

“The average annual lumber production in the United States totals approxi-
mately 38,000,000,000 feet.  Western lumber mills prodace about 20,000,000,000
feet each yecar, and the yecarly import of lumber to the United States averages
close to 2,000,000,000 fcet.

“The present annual timber growth in the United States cquals about 35 per
cent of the vearly consumption. Experience of timber-growing countries justifies
the belief that the United States could, in a short timme, be annually producing
as much timber as is yearly consumed, but this is an impossible attainment as
long as prescut laws remain discriminatory, force devastation, and prevent
reproduction of forest areas.

“The per capita consumption of lumber in the United States in 1925 was 525
feet. For the past five years it has averaged slightly in exceess of 300 feet.

‘‘ REFORESTATION

‘“More than 1,626,000 acres were planted to forests in the United States in
1025. Of this total 211,877 acres were planted by the Federal Government,
160,774 acres by the several states, and, 1,254,000 acres by individuals and
private corporations. Timber growing has not subsequently increased as it
should, and it is plain that the lack of tariff protection to forest products has
been the chief retardant to reforestation activities.

‘CANADIAN AND UNITED STATES TARIFFP POLICIES

‘“Canadn charges an export tax on logs, limits, restricts, and prohibits log
exportations to American mills, and charges an import tax as high as 25 per cent
ad valorem on lumber products imported to Canadian markets. American
lumber and shingles are therefore practically excluded from all Canadian markets.

‘““The United States charges arr import tax on logs but grants free, unre-
stricted, and unlimited importation of lumber products to all United States
markets. American logs are even exfmrtcd to Canada, manufactured into lum-
ber and shingles in Canadian mills, largely with oriental labor, and the manu-
factl‘:ﬂid product then shipped back to the United States for sale in American
markets.

“A tariff on lumber products is neceded in the United States not only to
benefit American labor and Amecrican industry but to encourage forest repro-
duction and prevent other nations, whose laws we can not change, from dis-
criminating against American commerce. Canadian interests certainly have no
just cause for comElaint. American markets were opened to them in every

articular. Even the Amcrican log tariff is only reciprocal, and Canada could

ave had complete lumber reciprocity with the United States, but has chosen
to retain her export and import tariffs, to keeﬂp the advantages existing by reason
of both the United States and Canadian tariff laws, and to maintain her restric-
tions and embargoes. Canadian interests clamor for free access to United States
l\;néber l"lziun'kets, then rigidly exclude American lumber products from the markets
of Canada.

¢ American lumbermen most respectfully urge that a lumber tariff is necessary
and essential to the conservation and preservation of the American lumber
industry; that there is no fair, just, or reasonable cause or excuse why such a
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tariff should not be granted, and earnestly ask that the tariff requested be im-
rsosed to the end that our general welfare may be promoted and that American

bor and American industry may have an equal opportunity to manufacture
and produce American lumber products for sale in American markets.

“Respectfully submitted.
“R. W. CoNDON,

“Q@eneral Chairman Lumber Industry Tariff Commitiee.”
B. F. ScorT,
Acling Secretary-Manager.

LuoMBER INDUSTRY TARIFF COMMITTEE,
March 1, 1929,

SrevLIN-HixoN, Co., Bend, Oreg.

GENTLEMEN: Our committee is disappointed in not having heard from you in

replg to our letter explaining our intent to make a determined fight for a softwood
lumber tariff.
We sent you important information concerning present conditions and future
prospects. The fear that a tariff might be imposed on lumber and shingles has
prevented expansion of foreign lumber production and decreased lumber imports,
All know American tariff revision comes only at infrequent intervals, and if a
tariff is not imposed at the coming special session of Congress there will be no
opportunity to obtain such a tariff for some 8 to 10 years. If we fail to get a
tariff lumber imports are certain to increase.

Foreign importations force American curtailment in production that annually
costs western lumbermen millions of dollars. The Russian menace is the most
serious ever presented to the American lumber industry. We have an excellent
chance to obtain a tariff on softwood lumber, and it would be extremely unwise
not to take advantage of the s?lendid opportunity that is presented.

Our committee is composed of men high in political circles, and that is of value,
All of them are capable and successful in business. They recommend and are
fighting for a tariff on softwood lumber, but they are by no means the only ones
aiding our tariff cause. Our committee members and others are devoting their
time, influence, and work without a penny of compensation, and are contributing
to the expense fund in exactly the same proportion that you are asked to con-
tribute. We regard the situation as serious and as a question of progress and
profits or unfair foreign competition and losses.

I wish you would write me frankly telling whether or not you will aid in our
effort. e feel we are entitled to full industry support. You certainly can not
wish more foreign competition than the present and should not be content to
have importing nations given advantage over home production. We are entitled
tqli)ettfti'tthan an even break in our own home markets, and if we fight for it we
will get it.

Awaiting your reply and I trust your assistance, I remain,

Yours very truly,
R. W. ConpoN, General Chairman.

LuMBER INDUSTRY TARIFF COMMITTEE,
April 4, 1929.
SaevLIN-HixoN Co., Bend, Oreg.

GENTLEMEN: We have a letter from the Unifed States Department of Coir-
merce of date of March 2, 1929, stating the ‘396,000,000 feet of Russian timber
has been sold to the United States” up to the present date. Other sales will
unquestionably be made during the present year. You will surely be interested
in this information. It shows the termendous menace of Russian competition,
and evidences the imperative need for a lumber tariff to protect western lumbering
interests. No one anticipated such an enormous sale of Russian timber so early
in the year, and what the total import for 1929 may be no one can tell.

In view of this serious situation our tariff committee proposes to increase efforts
in behalf of a lumber tariff. We ask that you use every eflort possible to assist
the cause; particularly by writing to your Members of Congress, and others where
you think some good may be done. It will help if you will take the matter ug
with your chamber of commerce and public officia's, and ask them to use the
influence to secure a Jumber tariff.

Increased imports can only mean added curtailment of American production.
more close downs for western mills, and increased production costs. With
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Russian and Canadian competition it will be impossible to maintain prices, and
it is almost certain prices will be lowered. The situation is critical. Fortunately
Congress convenes April 15 next. Tariff revision will then be considered, and
we will be able to secure the desired tariff if western labor, businese, and industry
interests will get busy and work to protect western interests, but we must wor
if we expect to secure the desired tariff.

You certainly see the need for a lumber tariff. Expense in fighting for a
tarifl is necessary and inevitable. Our committee is thoroughly entitled to your
financial support. You are surely willing to do your share. As previously
reported, the mills of committee memhers are contributing in the same pro-
portion (81 per thousand feet of daily capacity for one day), that you are asked to
contribute, and we are devoting our time to the cause without a penny of pay.
We confidently expect both your financial and moral assistance, and await your
reply and remittance.

Yours very truly,
R. W. ConpoN, General Chairman.

STATEMENT OF S. B. GRAY, REPRESENTING THE OLD TOWN
CANOE CO., OLD TOWN, ME.,, AND OTHERS

[Cedar lumber]

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Couzens. Will you state whom you represent?

Mr. Gray. I am representing the Old Town Canoe Co., of Old
Town, Me., and two other companies.

Senator Couzens. You may proceed.

Mr. Gray. Mr. Chairman, I come repiesonting an industry that
employs 250 men at the present time in making boats and canoes.

ur chief cost is labor, and our second cost is cedar lumber. Weo
are objectmg to the tariff on cedar lumber.

Senator WaLsu. Do you represent your own industry only, or
several other industries?

Mr. Gray. There are two other industries besides my own in the
State. There are many industries that use cedar in boats, but they
are ve? small and they have no organization and are not repre-
sented here, so far as I know.

We use two kinds of cedar. In the first place, we use the eastern
white cedar which grows in the East only, that is, in New England
and the Provinces of New Brunswick and Quebec. That represents
about half of our consumption. There is no cedar in pure stands in
Maine, and with the decline of the spruce lumber industry there are
no mills of that kind, and there is no cedar being cut there in any
volume. So we are obliged to go to Canada to get it. No other
cedar will take the place of that white cedar. So, under this provision,
we would have to pay a duty on that raw material. )

Senator Couzens. Is there any tax on it now?

Mr. Gary. No. There never has been.

Senator Couzens. The House bill put on what rate?

Mr. Gray. Twenty-five per cent, a tax of 25 per cent on cedar
lumber. It never was contemplated in the bill to have cedar lumber
}n tltl)e East included. There never was any request to include cedar
umber.

Senator Couzens. You would just add that tax onto the price to
the consumer?

Mr. Gray. I doubt if we could do it, because we are in competition
with various other kinds of water craft, some of the manufacturers
using eyl;t)'ress and some using pine. I do not know what would be

the result.



148 TARIFF ACT OF 1029

We also use western red cedar to the extent of about 200,000 or
300,000 feet a year, and the kind of red cedar we prefer is grown in
British Columbia, because it runs more uniform in grain and also is
availablo in edge or vertical grain, which is preferable. We would
still have to use the Washington red cedar and pay a duty, which
would result in a tax.

I have a brief which I would like to file, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Couzens. You may file your brief.

(Mr. Gray submitted the following brief:)

Brier oF THE Oup Towx Cavoe Co., Oup Town, ME.

We are opposed to any duty on cedar lumber.

In the manufacture of “Old Town canoces and boats” we use approximately
500,000 feet of cedar, of which about one half comes from New Brunswick and
Quebee, and the other half comes from Washington and British Columbia. It is
eastern white cedar we get from eastern Canada and red cedar which we get
from the Pacific coast region. All this cedar comes to us as rough lumber; that
is, without any dressing or value added beyond minimum cost of primary sawing.

EASTERN WHITE CEDAR

Eastern white cedar does not grow in pure stands., It is found scattered
among other species of trees, particularly spruce, pine, and hemlock. Except for
a mill of our own we do not know of any mill in Maine which ever sa only
cedar into lumber. This mill went out of operation five years ago when the
cutting of logs on the Penobscot River practically ceased as a result of competi-
tion from the Pacific coast fir and because the lumber mills were outbid for spruce
timber by the pulp mills. In the average run of cedar logs at our mill no more
than one log in every five contained a quality of lumber suitable for canoe and boat
building, and this quality came from a butt cut running § feet to 12 feet long.
The balance of this selected log—that is, the top—and the whole of the other four
logs were blocked up into 16-inch lengths for shir:igles. Each summer’s run at
our mill was of an average duration of 22 weeks, during which time there were
gsawed about one and one-half or more million feet of cedar logs to obtain 200,000
feet to 300,000 feet. of clear cedar.

In 1921, 1922, and 1923 we conducted logging operations in the best available
cedar section that we could find tributary to our mill, namely, Grand Lake,
Seboeis, township 8, range 7, and surrounding areas. There operations were
handled by a wholly owned subsidiary, Carleton Canoe Co. As showing you
how little cedar grows in proportion to other loggable species our stumpage bills
for the winter of 1921-22 show the following detailed total cut:

Feet
BPruCe. oo oo ceecceccecceeeececcceecamanaa= 2, 118, 940
QAP o e eecccccccccccceccccccecsccececaceceescees 822, 560
Pine. .o e e e eeecmecccccecomeccmceemeeceaacac= 156, 260
P accccrccmccaccmccceccecceceeccmeceseuce-scemeeascsaeans 83,
Total, e e ccccceccccccmicccccccccmccccaccaaancmcaaaa 3, 181, 260

As it appears, we had to eut about 4 feet of all kinds of logs to get 1 foot of
cedar log. Out of each foot of cedar log we averaged to obtain less than 20 per
cent of clear cedar, or less than 150,000 feet. Thus an operation for logs
conducted solely to obtain clear white cedar involving an investment running
up to $100,000 produced less than 150,000 feet of ¢clear cedar valued at about $7,500.

he spruce, gine, and fir were sawed at a rented mill and marketed at prevailing
prices, which brought substantial loss because below cost of production on
account of west coast competition, a situation which no tariff can correct, as
the competition is between States.

After 1923 we discontinued trying to cut our own cedar ligs, increased our
pué-ch%ies of lumber in eastern Canada, and now get our whole supply of white
cedar there.

Cedar is a tres which matures more slowly than any other softwood tree. We
have never been able to get clear cedar from second-growth trees. There are
only second-growth trecs in the section of the State roughly south of Moosehead
Lake. North of this section the timberlands are dominated by pulp mills which
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have crowded out practically cvery sawmill in the State. It is an impossibility
for us to get clear white cedar suitable for ours uses in the United States at the
present time and there is no prospect of our ever heing able to do so. To operate
reasonably successfully for cedar lumber one must be able to market spruce
lumber profitably and as the number of sawmills on the Penobscot River has
declined from over 20 ahout 20 yvears ago to only 1, operating chiefly for hox
shooks at the present time, the signs all point to complete cessation of lumber
production. Eastern Canada is therefore our only source of supply.

In eastern Canada, chiefly Quebec and north of the Maine border, cutting of
. white cedar is acconplished by small operators who use portable or semiportable

mills located at or close to the cuttings. These nrerators strip the land and
cedar is converted chiefly into telegraph poles, railroad ties, and cedar laths;
the latter ir a produet never made in the eastern United States, We have
arrangements with three or four of these small mills to saw clear cedar strips
and hoards for us. The yvearly production of these varies from 100,000 feet to
300,000 feet, but since 1924 we have been able to get our whole sunply from
this source. Without these sources we do not know where a supply could come
from and our search has been earnest and continuous. For certain parts of
canoes and boats which we make, white cedar is essential. Trials of many
other kinds of woods, including Pacific coast cedars, have produced no substitute.
We are as absolutely dependent on eastern white cedar for our product as the
automobile factory is dependent on iron for automabiles.

No eastern cedar mill requires protection on clear white cedar lumber and as
far as we know there is no mill which saws cedar lumber at all. It is impossible
to reconcile this proposed duty on eastern white cedar with the Republican
theory of protection to American industry for the reason that no industry is
asking for protection on white cedar lumber. That which is designated as tariff
protection would become in reality a budrensome tax on the few like ourselves
who use this lumber. .
WESTERN RED CEDAR

Red cedar lumber commercially graded as ‘“‘second clear and bhetter” is used
by us to about the same extent as white cedar—i. e., 200,000 fect to 300,000
feet yearly. There are no substitutes for either or these woods nor are they
for our purposes wholly interchangeable. Each has its designated place in the
construction of canoes and boats.” Red cedar is particularly desirable because
in clear grade it comes in ample commercial quantities in lengths up to 20 feet,
in wide widths and various thicknesses. We buy British Colun.bia in prefer-
ence to Washington cedar because it is more readilf\: available in vertical or
ed%evgrain. It runs uniform in color as compared with great variability in color
in Washington red cedar. Every time we get a carload of red cedar from Wash-
ington State we are determined not to buy any more and our only purchases
in recent years werc made on account of inability to get British Columbia red
cedar. A tariff on this cedar would not convert us to Washington cedar. It
would, on the other hand, add a burden to our industry by obliging us to pa;
a tax on a particular kind and quality of lumber which is noncompetitive wit
ani: lumber in the United States.

here is a broader viewpoint to this proposal that should be taken. To
encourage cutting of our forests under the stimulation of a tariff bonus con-
atitutes a nullification of our forest conservation progarm. Beginning with the
first years of President Roosevelt’s régime the Federal Government has been
nationally supported in its program of forest conservation and preservation.
Such a program has benefited by frce lumber, a policy which encourages im-
portation and thus lessens cuttings in our own forests. This duty would bring
about a change of front, a shutting off of outside supply, and a premium on
rapid catting of our fast-disappearing resources—the discard of conservation
and the adoption of destruction. Millions of dollars are spent by the Federal
and State Governments to protect our forests from fire. The whole purpose
of this stupendous expenditure is weakened when a move like this proposed
cedar tarif hampers importation. It might stimulate domestic production to
the point of depletion.

This gropo is class legislation—the protection of cedar producers and not
all lumber producers. If protection is needed for cedar it is needed for other
woods as well, and this direction of reasoning brings immediately to one's view
the open door which is maintained for spruce lumber and spruce pulp wood.
Each of these forest producte is imported in infinitely greater volume than
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This groposal is sectional legislation—an intended boon to a few large mill
and land owners in one or two States of the Union at the expense of home build-
ers, farmers, and small industries in all other States of the Union. Cedar goes
}ntg house trim, roof and wall coverings, farm buildings, and minor manu-
acturing.

Finally, there is no unanimity for a tariff even in the locality from which the
demand comes. In letter of May 16, 1929, to us Mr. J. W. Bloedel, of Bloedel-
Donovan Lumber Mills, Seattle, one of the large cedar operating companies
in Washington State, says: ‘‘ There is no united sentiment on the coast or else-
where for a duty on shingles, and especially on cedar lumber which is even less
justifiable. A 25 per cent ad valorem duty on cedar lumber in clear grades
such as is purchased by you will run from $10 to $20 per thousand. No pro-
tection is needed for such high-priced lumber.”

If there were no other compelling objections to this tariff the indisputable
Inability of the proponents to muster all the cedar producers into a solid front
affords sound reason for denying the appeal.

STATEMENT OF LESTER S. CRANE, BANGOR, ME., REPRESENTING
MAINE LATH MANUFACTURERS

{Cedar laths, par. 401 (b))

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Couzens. State whom you represent.

Mr. Crane. I represent the lath industries of Maine. Mr.
Chairman, I come before you representing the lath manufacturers
of the State of Maine, a business that a few years ago amounted to
300,000,000 of laths. Due to the use of substitutes, wall boards,
etc., that has now been cut down in the year 1927 to about 185,000,000.
Our consumption in 1923 of laths was about 4,000,000,000 in the
United States. Of that per centage Canada had about 31 per cent.
Last year it was cut down to about 3,000,000,000 laths in the United
States. Canada had 46 per cent, leaving us with 54, and in the
beginning it was over 60 per cent. So that while we have been suffer-
ing from this shortage or competition from substitutes, our Canadian
competitors have gained in their percentage of furnishing the supplies
while the United States has borne practically the entire shortage.

Senator CouzeNs. What is it you want?

Mr. Crane. We want a tariff. I would like to have this committee
recommend a tariff of 25 per cent ad velorem duty on laths of wood.

Senator Couzens. You have not now that tariff?

Mr. CRaNE. No. Cedar laths except Spanish cedar is recom-
mended a 25 per cent duty. We manufacture some cedar laths.
Before last year my own concern manufactured about 20,000,000.
We manufacture 3,000,000 Spanish cedar laths. I am told by the
Forest Service that our cedar is considered Spanish cedar or white
cedar. Those laths go to Detroit, Mich., and various markets in
Ohio, some in northern New York, and Wisconsin. Our spruce mar-
ket for my particular concern is in New York. We send our laths
down there by sailing vessels. New York is supplied by large
quantities of laths from New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, by laths
brought down in Norwegian steamers, and in a great many cases
when we have them in that New York market they will send steamers
with as many as 10,000,000 laths in one steamer, with a tow rate on
laths from basal ore of practically 90 cents. A few manufacturers in
Maine can ship by water on sailing schooners, paying $1 to $1.10.
The Canadian mills are buying their stock of lath wood for practically
75 per cent what the Maine stocks of wood are being paid for. Their
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labor cost from the best I have been able to get is 28 per cent lower
than ours and I have seen figures that throw the 33 per cent below
ours.

Senator Couzens. Did you testify before the House Ways and
Means Committee?

Mr. Crane. 1 did not. Because of sickness I was unable to be
here last week.

Senator Couzens. Is there a brief filed?

Mr. Crane. I will file one from Senator Hale this afternoon or
to-morrow morning, showing the production of laths in the United
States, the consumption of laths in the United States, the imports of
latﬁns in the United States, and the percentage they bear to cach
other.

Senator Couzens. You may file the brief and incorporate the
difference in the cost of production here and abroad.

Mr. Crane. The cost of production, consumption of laths, and
where they come from.

Senator CouvzeEns. And the cost abroad.

Mr. CrANE. Yes,

Scnator Tromas. Is this the first request for tariff on laths?

Mr. Crane. Yes.

Senator Tromas. Who do you represent?

Mr. Crane. The lumber manufacturers of the State of Maine;
the lath manufactures of the State of Maine.

Scnator Triomas. Are you here at their request?

Mr. CranE. At their request, yes.
f?enl?t?r THoMas. Is this request joined in by any other producers
of laths’

Mr. Crane. Yes,

Scnator Tuoyas. Where from?

Mr. CranEe. Scattered from Washington Coun‘tiy to Aroostook
County. Washington County is the big county producing them.

Senator Covzens. In Maine?

Mr. CranEk. Yes.

Senator THowmas. Just from the State of Maine?

Mr. CraNEe. Yes.

Senator Tnomas. Are laths produced in other States besides Maine?
I am interested to know that.

Mr. Crane. I will file figures showing the production of laths in
i)th}er States. Washington was the biggest—fir, hemlock, spruce

aths.

Senator Couzens. Do all the States agree with your view as
far as you know?

Mr. CraNE. As far as I know they do.

.ch?atnr Covzens., You have heard no opposition to that view-
point

Mr. CraNe. No; not from the manufacturers. Of course, the
market people and other brokers, I do not know.

Senator Couzens. Do you not know why request has not been
made before for a tariff on laths?

Mr. Crane. I do not know. I had some correspondence with
Congressman Nelson last winter, asking him to have a brief filed,
and through sickness I had myself and the lack of an organization
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of the manufacturers and other reasons, there did not seem to be
anybody to make any move.
nator THoMas. Is lath a by-product of more than one product?

Mr. CraNE. Lath in Maine at one time, I will say, up to 1914 to
1920, was by practically three mills. To-day the three mills are gone
and lath is manufactured with other lines of wood. This wood that is
used for the supply is grown in the State and we have had quantities
of it. Our area of lard cut over will reforest itself and have another
cro‘f of wood suitable for cutting into laths in practically 25 years,
and will give you a new crop of lath stock. Some balsam is used,
but fir and spruce are the chief woods we use. If these are not cut
at 25 or 30 years a great many of them die for one reason or another.
We have had an infestment of 15,000,000 acres of timber land with
the spruce budworm and have suffered a loss of hundreds of millions
of spruce in Maine that if it had been harvested at the time it was
ripe for such purpose would have been salvaged.

Senator THomAs. Is the lath business prosperous?

Mr. CrANE. At the present time it is not prosperous.

Senator THoMmAs. Is that because of the competition that comes
from metal substitutes?

Mr. CraNE. Chiefly because of competition. Our lath manufac-
tures and consumption in_the United States for 1928, the Govern-
ment figures, are not available, but the production of laths in the
United States in 1927 shows a consumption of 4,000,000,000 laths.
In 1923 there were 4,800,000,000. So the reduction has not been
50 per cent such as we might think it was. -

enator Couzens. But the importations have increased from
Canada?

Mr. Crane. The consumption of laths is almost entirely from
the output in the United States by our manufacturers. The im-
portation does not figure much in it. I might mention to you the
fact that 50 per cent of the wood we use to-day in my section is 75
per cent of it bought from the farmers. They will cut it off their
wood lots in the wintertime when their farm work is done and in
their spare time, which enables them to make a market for his labor
and practically every farmer in the State of Maine has on his farm
wood lots and this manufactured product makes a market for him
to supply his wood. We are buying at the mills 5,000 cords of this
wood and 4,000 cords of it will be bought from the {armers.

I will file this table which shows the production of laths in the
country by States with my brief.

(The brief referred to is as follows):

BRIEF OF MAINE LATH MANUPACTURERS

To the FINANCE COMMITTEE,
United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C.

GeENTLEMEN: This memoranda is submitted to vour committee for its consid-
eration relative to lath manufacturing in the United States, and to bring before
{our committee pertinent facts showing the exact conditions of that industry at

he present time. By reference to reports which are hereinaftcr set forth, it will
be definitely established that the conditions which obtain in Maine are largely
similar to the conditions all over the United States.

The lath industry in the United States since 1023 has shown a steady decrease
in production, whereas the consumption of laths in the United States has not
shown a similar reduction. The decrease of production of laths in the United
States is due not to the lack of demand for such product here nor to the shortage
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of raw material out of which laths are produced. It is due to the importation into
the United States of laths from Canada, which is the chief competitor of the
domestic lath industry. Statistics which will be appended to this memoranda as
Exhibit A, will show that since 1923 the production of laths in the United States
has decrensed in a larger proportion than any decrease of demand of that product
in the United States could possibly reflect. Therefore, we must assume that some
cause is existent, other than that of supply and demand.

This reduction from 1923 in the production of laths is 50 per cent, a decrease
of onc-half of the total production of laths from 1923 to 1928. The reduction
in consumption of laths in the United States in that same given period is 39 per
cent; whereas the production of laths in Canada reflected a vast increase in produc-
tion for said given period, except the vear 1928, where a decrease is shown.

However, it is not near the volume shown in the United States, and can be
attributed largely in that year to the lack of demand for laths here. The lath
manufacturers of the United States can not compete in price with the price of
laths produced in Canada. This is for many reasons. Labor in Canadian mills
is cheaper thau the Amecrican mills, and the raw material from which laths are
manufactured are cheaper there; laths manufactured in Canada can be shipped
to ports in the United States, such as New York, which is the largest market in
the United States. cheaper than ean the lath manufacturer of Maine ship his
finished product to the same market. The Canadian manufacturers ship the
greater part of their production in foreign vassels, which can give a cheaper freight
rate than American vessels, because of the smaller wages paid to ship hands by
foreign vessels. The American manufacturer must ship his produets to market
hy rail or by American vessels, whose freight charges are much higher, due to the
higher standard of ages obtainable on American ships. He cannot ship his
products in foreign vessels, hecause foreign vessels, under the shipping laws of the
United States are not atlowed to load & cargo in a port of the United States to he
delivered to anothier port here.  The proportionate differences in wages and raw
materials in Cauada, as compared to the United States, is approximately 25
per cent less. The greater part of the production of laths in the United
States must be shipped by rail, because of the geographical location of the raw
materials. The freight rates of the American railronds are greatly in excess of
the I:a:os paid by Canadian manufacturers to ship their products to the same
markets.

In most shipments of laths, the difference in freight rates between water and
rail is approximately 50 to 65 per cent less in favor of the water rates, and as
stated above, Canada exports a great part of its lath production by water. That
the Canadian manufacturer has greatly encroached upon the American manu-
facturer by reason of the ahove incqualities ia definitly proven by a recourse to
statistics which appear in Exhibit A, aﬂnnded to this memoranda, showing that
in 1923 the American manufacturer of laths supplied 68.9 per cent of the total
consumption of laths used in the United States; in 1928 he only supplicd 56.6
per cent of the total laths used in America; whereas Canadian manufacturers
in 1923 shipgcd to the United States 31.9 per cent of the total consuinption;
in 1928 the Canadian manufacturer shipped to this country 44.1 per cent of the
laths consumed here. It is clearly shown, therefore, that on the part of the
American manufacturer he is steadily losing business, whercas on the part of the
Canadian manufacturer he has steadilivmgaincd in business. Exhibit A, the
last two columns of which are marked “ Ratios,” show that each year there has
been a decrease in supplying laths in the United States by the American manu-
facturer, as contradistingusihed to a proportinate increase each yecar by the
Canadian manufacturer.

The cause for this, it is respectfully submitted, is that the American manu-
facutrer is not being given the same opportunity of competition that the Canadian
manufacturer enjoys.

The domestic exporation of laths to other countries is of such small importance,
as shown by Exhibit A, that it is not necessary to deal with that subject here. It
does r?octl affect, in any manner, the lath industry, because of the small number
exported.

he statistics shown in Exhibit A are compiled by the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, under date of June 20, 1929. .

E1 1023, the State of Maine produced 173,394,000 laths, and a proportionate
ro.'uiction of laths as reflected by the entire production with the United States.
n 1927, the lath manufacturers of Maine produced 117,756,000 laths. This is

the last year for which statistics have been compiled. Tbhese statistics can be
verified by reference to Forest Service Bulletin No. 21, issucd October, 1927,
revised March, 1928,
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Conditions in the lath industry have vastly changed during the last 20 years,
Laths formerly were manufactured from slabs which were taken from the logs
in lumber mills, whcre large lumber was cut. This does not obtain any longer,
as the lumber mills have practically all closed down. Therefore, the lath manu-
facturer has looked to the smnall timber for his supply of raw material. Spruce,
balsam, fir, and white cedar are all being utilized in the making of laths. In the
State of Maine, for the last 10 years, the lath manufacturers have relied prine
cipally, for raw material, upon the wood cut by the farmers from their acreage.
The cutting of timber by the farmer during the winter months, and thus utilizing
his spare time, has been one of stendy growth each vear for the last 10 vears,
More small timber has been cut by the fariners in the State of Maiue each year,
to supply raw material for the lath manufacturers, until to-day the principal,
source of raw material for the lath manufacturers of Maine is the lath wood
furnished by the farmer. This has been a source of %reat revenue to the farmer,
and has helped him to reduce the stumpage upon his holdings into cash. This is
particularly helpful to the farmer, as it enables him to realize moneys during the
winter months, when he can not turn his crops into cash. The cutting of lath
wood by the farmer in the winter enables him to devote titne which he could not
otherwise utilize; but if he had to market this wood as pulpwood, the timber
wou:ld have to be cut and peeled in June and July, when the bark peels from the
wood.

This is the only season when the bark pecls from the wood, and pulpwood is
of very little value and of very limited demand unless peeled.  The farmers are
relying upon this revenue during the winter months, and, if this is denied them,
it will work a great hardship. This will be the result if the lath manufacturers
of Maine do not receive tariff protection at this time. It has alrcady been shown
that they can not hope to compete with the Canadian manufacturer under the
gresent conditions and the lath industry in Maine, and also all over the United

tates, is rapidly declining. Not only does the lath industry in Maine offer a
source of income to the farmer, as has been shown above, but it gives to thousands
ameans of em{:loyment and a daily wage. The millsemploy numerous mill hands,
who would otherwise have no source of employment, due to the fact that most
of the mills for the manufacture of laths are located in small communities, where
there is no other industry, and large industries could not thrive Should the lath
manufacturer be forced to close down, there is no other industry which could be
starlted tt:d take the place thereof, due to the secluded districts where lath mills
are located.

The farmers who do not benefit by their own acreage, as above set forth,
help to cut the acreage on timberlands owned by other interests and in this way
employment is furnished to the farmers who are not landholders. If this were
not the fact, a great deal of small-sized wood in the lath-wood districts would be
destroyed either by natural causes, forest fires or forest parasites, before it would
become of o size large enough to be used for saw logs, from which lumber can be
sawed. Timberlands in Maine yield practically three cuts of small timber
suitable to the manufacture of laths, while in the same time they would yield but
one cut sufficient for saw logs, and each of the cuts of small timber equal nearly
as many cords per acre as the cuts of large timber. It has been proven that
when a given area of our Maine forest has been cut of its virgin growth, it takes
many years before this area will naturally reforest, and if the area thus is once
reforested with small trees, it would take approximately 100 years for said area
to accumulate a growth of trees suitable for saw logs. During this time, there
would be many trees that would grow up to a small size and die. Thus the
growth they had made would be lost. This lath wood, when cut, affords the
smaller-gsized trees growing conditions, by allowing the sunlight and winds to
get tothem. Trees to reach a healthy growth must have sunlight and wind. The
cutting of the lath wood enriches the forests and aids in the rapid growth thereof.

A protective tariff on laths imported into the United States would not make
the price of this commodity materially higher to the American home builder, The
lath manufacturers of the United States are in a position, with their idle mills, to
make all the laths necessary for domestic consumption. _Statistics compiled by
the Forest Service, hereinbefore referred to, state that Maine has available 60
mills for the manufacture of laths, and if these mills were run to capacity, their
output would be practically 300,000,000 laths per year, or approximately three
times the output for the yvear of 1927. Today, not more than 30 of these mills
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are running, and many of thosc are only at partial capacity. By such quantity
production, the domestic lath manufacturers would be able to make the overhead

r thousand laths decrease substantially, and this decrease in the cost of manu-
?:cture would materially be reflected in the price to the consumer, and give our
manufacturer a fair profit for his commodity, and at the same time give to the
domestic home builder laths at the same r2lative price as the average price for the
last five ycars. .

At the hearing before your committee, on this question, I appeared solely on
behalf of such manulacturers. Such was the case beeause the lath industry in
Maine is not organized; most of the persons engaged in this industry are in the re-
mote sections of the State, and the industry in the last five years has not been suffie-
iently lucrative to foster organized effort to better conditions; but this committee
may he assured that many owners of mills, mill hands, farmers, and persons depend-
ent upon the manufacture of laths in Maine are depending for their subsistence
on the protective tariff which this committee can afford! by taking luths of wood
off the free list.

Recurring to the above statements, wherein it is shown that domestic lath
manufacturers pay 25 per cent more for labor and material than the Canadian
manufacturers, not to allude to the increased rates which they must pay for
shipment, it is respectfully submitted that a 26 per cent ad valoremn tarifi rate
be imposcd, according to Amcrican values, at the port of entry upon the importa-
tion of foreign laths of wood into the United States. Sueh would offset the dis-
advantage under which the domestic lath manufacturer operates in order to
keep American labor at its proper standard, and to give the farmer and other
persons furnishing raw naterigl their reasonable value. If this were done, the
Jath industry would thrive in America. Thousands of citizens would be afforded
a decent wagce and the comnmnunitics wherein this industry is principal would

rosper. The converse will be the result unless such })rotcction is given to the
ath manufacturers, and an industry in which many of the States were pioneer
and which for many years has sup‘ported large communities must perish.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Lath Manufacturers of Maine.

LesTER S. CRANE,
Exmpeir A

United States lath production and consumption, tmports, exports, and derived ratios

[Source: Compiled and computed in U. S. Forest Service, June 19, 1920. Production figures from butle-
tins of the Bureau of the Census, cooperating with the Forest Service. [mports and exports from
“ Foreign Comimnerce and Navigation of the United States’]

H ]
;3. Imports of mer-'C. Domes- D. Apparent con-
A. Production J' chandise (free)  ticexporls suinption Ratios

Year . S SV
| H ! ; !
Quantity Etﬁﬁ%, Quantity g%‘&? Quantity ! Quantity ! cal;»ei{a A+D ' B+D

+
1

'

Thousands.Per cent, Thousands Per l“(l'lu! Thousands. Thousands: Pieces Per cent' Per g:n&

' 1,539, o 40,158 4,827,083 43, .
=11 ! 1,675,427 +9i 29,524 4,607,803 490° 613! 36.4
-5:1,969,138 +2 24,099 5,104,216 4. 6LY; 386
-7, 1,831,623 +19| 43,318 4,571,405 42 6.3 37.6
—20 41,704,818 . 411 . 29,240 : 4,047,011 34, 586 421
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Average......... zm,mj —171 1,668,892 ; +si 31,509 14,398,352 8| 60| 39
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1 In the absence of official record a reductlon of 711,000 in 1928 is here assumed, being eaual to the reduc-
tion in the previous year,

3 Preliminary figures. Montbly Sum of Foreign Commerce, December, 1928,

3 Average exports constituie 0.7 per cent of average consumption, a negligible quantity.
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MAPLE AND BIRCH LUMBER
[Par. 402]

TESTIMONY OF P. H. MURRAY, GARDNER, MASS,, REPRESENTING
NEW ENGLAND FURNITURE MANUFACTURERS

(The) witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom.
mittee. .
Senator Couzens. Tell us whom you represent.

Mr. Murgray. I am treasurer of the Winchendon Chair Co., and
I represent, in addition to that company, 60 manufacturers of furni-
ture in the New England States and northern New York State.

The latest statistics I have as to the number of employeces employed

. by those manufacturers are for 1925, at which time the number was
10,713, and the total wages paid that year amounted to $13,628,000.
I doubt if either the number of employees or the wages are as high
as that now, because the furniture industry in New England has been
since that time, and is, in a state of depression.

I desire to confine myself to a discussion of the proposed duty upon
birch and maple lumber, as such, and to the phase of it that I believe
was not touched upon in the hearings before the House committee,
and no reference was made, so far as I have been able to find in the
record, to the effect which such a duty would have upon the furniture
émanufacturing industries in the Northeastern States of the United

tates.

I presume that was so because perhaps the amount of lumber that
we used, compared with the total amount produced in the United
States and in the Provinces of Quebec and Ontario is comparatively
small in footage, but the consequences of such a tariff to the furniture
industry in the Northeastern States would be disastrous. I can say
truthfully, Mr. Chairman, that it would seriously injure them all, and
I am positive it would ruin many of them. That is because of the
peculiar physical or geographical condition that we find ourselves in.

The furniture industry of New En%land was founded and it grew,
based upon the proximity of a plentiful supply of hardwoods that were
adaptable to the manufacture of furniture—beech, birch, and maple,
R‘rincipally. No other substitute for furniture woed is in that locality.

he only other wood that grows to any extent is pine, and that is not
suitable for furniture. Therefore, the furniture industry in those
States is absolutely dependent upon a near-by supply of birch and
maple principally, for raw material.

he competition of the furniture industries in those States upon
the finished product is centralized largely in localities where the com-
petition has available near-by supplies of hardwoods from which their
furniture is manufactured. The Middle West furniture industry has
the Wisconsin and the Michigan birch and maple to draw from, and
the oak of the Middle Atlantic States.

In the South, where a very large furniture industry has grown up
in lifcent years, they have a nearby supply of gum wood to operate
with.

We draw from New England into the furniture industry sizable
quantities of birch and maple stock for raw material. The supply
in New England has been cut off rapidly as the years have gone by,
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until to-day there is no growth of birch and maple to speak of in
Massachusetts at all, and the growths in New Hampshire and Ver-
mont are now confined to the northern boundaries of those States,
close to the Canadian border, and some in Maine, also close to the
Canadian border.

A very large part of the lumber that those industries use at the
present time, therefore, comes from Canada, duty free.

. The class of furniture that we manufacture I should say is almost
entirely popular grade furniture, sold at popular prices. It is the
furniture that the average furniture buyer buys. Some of it is
higher priced than others, but it is not in the class of furniture manu-
factured by Mr. Irwin, who spoke to the committee this morning.

As a consequence of that, the average percentage of the value of
the raw material to the selling, wholesale price of that furniture is
about 33% per cent, from that up to 40 per cent. So that a duty of
15 per cent upon the raw material, if we have to pay it, is equivalent
to 5 per cent of our selling values. .

Now, it is a lucky manufacturer in furniture, at least in the north-
east States, who, in the last five years, has realized a net profit of
anything like 5 per cent of his sales—not 5 per cent of his capital, but
5 pe(ti cent of his sales. That is what it means to us. We can not
stand 1t.

Likewise, if somebody says, “Do not pay the duty, but get

our lumber somewhere else,” this is what happens. When we go
into the Middle West to get birch and maple, we can not pay tﬁe
transportation cost on that wood and then shnr the furniture back
intg l.the markets and compete with our Middle West competitors
and live.

So, too, we can not go down into Arkansas and get gumwood and
pay the freight on it to New England and northern New York State
and manufacture it into furniture and compete with the manufac-
turer close to the raw material. We have to have a near-by source
?f this raw material in order to live, and if we do not get it we do not
ive.

In most of the discussion that I have heard and read here or in
the hearings before the Ways and Means Committee in the House
everﬂbody has talked about .ﬁoorin%. They have talked sbout
beech, birch, and maple flooring and its relation to the building
industry. We are not interested in that.

Our position is a selfish one. We have this big investment in the
business, which has been established there, dating back almost to
the birth of the country. It is having its troubles living, even under
present conditions, and competing with competitors who have grown
up nearer to the big markets in the center of the country. We can
no‘ti ti_ﬁ'ord to have our source of raw material disturbed to any extent
and live.

I am positive I voice the sentiments also of the very extensive
owners of stumpage in New England, strange to say.

I think one of the bi%gest operators and owners of New England
birch and maple is the Parker-Young Co., and I have seen a Tetter
written by Mr. Brown of that company to the Gardner Chamber of
Commerce in which he said he had sent a telegram to Congressman
Gibson at the time the hearing was held before the Ways and Means -

63310—20—vor 4, SCHED 4——11.
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Committee to the effect that a 15 per cent duty stood him to make a
lot of paper profits upon his stumpage, but nevortheless he did not
believe in that tariff just the same. He thought in the long run it
was a bad thing.

What I am saying to you gentlemen is that this is a selfish propo-
sition with us; I own it.

If the best interests, probably, of the country demand that a duty
on birch be placed at 15 ﬁor coent, I presume the furniture manufac-
turers of that corner of the woods have to stand up and take their
licking along with it and smile, if that is for the best interests of the
country as a whole.

But, of course, we are anxious to live if we can, and we would like
to see & means wherebfv the effect of such a duty would be removed
from this raw material upon birch and maple lumber, and nothing
else. I think the interests that have to do with flooring, that is, with
birch and map!e flooring, can take care of the question of comparative
wages and freight rates better than we can. I am simply apl)ealing
to the committee not to do anything with birch and maple lumber
in the way of a duty that is going to ruin us, if it can be helped.

Senator Couzens. You do not want it on the logs?

Mr. Murray. On the lumber. We do not import logs that I
know of. The furniture industry is interested in having available
birch and maple lumber, the boards. I do not know of any furniture
manufacturer who imports or who buys logs at all. There may be
some who buy logs and saw them into lumber and then work the
luni]ber into furniture, but I do not know who they are, if there are
such.

Senator Couzens. Then, under your conteuntion, if this duty was
imposed, you would have to raise the price on your commodities?

r. Murray. We can not compete; that is what I am arguing.

If this duty was put on, we would not be able to compete, and we

would not be able to pass the duty along the way the competing

industries in other sections of the country who have near-by supplies

of raw materials of their own would be able to do. That would

revent us from putting the duty onto the consumer. We would
ave to absorb it, and we can not absorb it.

Senator Couzens. You would not get the advantage in New
England of the distant freight rates?

Mr. Murray. No; because our natural market for the finished
product is around on the north Atlantic coast, in the States in that
region, at the present time. But, stranie to say, commodity rates
are in existence from our competitive markets which permit our com-
petitors to send their finished products into our market as cheap as
we can get it there. A manufacturer in Winston-Salem can lay down
a carload of chairs in New York City as cheap as we can do 1t from
our part of Massachusetts. )

Senator Couzens. Assuming they would import the logs and the
labor was employed in this country to make them up into lumber,
would not that be an advantage to the American importer? .

Mr. MurrAy. I would say that would be if there is any labor in
New England that wants that item out of it, although I do not know
whether%hat could be possibly done or not. Most of the hardwood,
as I understand it, is sawn right close to the lumbering operations. It
iz economical to do it that way, and I guess they all do it. I do not
know much about the lumbering business.
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Scnator Tnomas. How many people does your company employ?

Mr. MurraY. My company personally employs 125 to 150 men.

Senator THomas. How many people are emploved by the interests
which vou represent? You read that number awhile ago, I believe.

Mr. Murgray. There were 10,713 in 1925.

I would stand corrected on this, if the lumber interests disagree with
me, but I think this is a true statement, that, in reference to the ques-
. tion of labor alone, for every man who might be benefited by a duty
upon this lumber there are 10 who would be cither directly or in-
directly injured.

I say that for this reason: It takes, as I understand it, approxi-
mately 10 men to fabricate boards into lumber for every 1 man who is
employed in the getting out of that lumber. The ratio is just about
10to 1. A plant employing ahundred men in the manufacture of furni-
ture would be the user of approximately a million feet of lumber a
year. I understand that in the lumbering business a 100,000 a day
mill will employ about 100 men, and there will be about a hundred men
more employed in furnishing that mill with logs.

Senator Tioyas. What section of the bill do you oppose?

Mr. Murgay. I think it is paragraph 402, in reference to the duty
on birch and maple lumber.

Scnator THoyas. Who is asking that this be included in the bill,
if you know? , :

Mr. Murray. That will aflect, as I understand it, a very limited
number of owners of stumpage in Wisconsin. That is hearsay.

Senator Tromas. What wages are paid in the furniture industry in
your scction of the country?

Mr. Murray. Approximately an average of 50 cents an hour; that
would be a fair statement, I think.

Senator THoMas. Do you sell Uyour output locally, or do you have
a market throughout the entire United States?

Mr. Murray. No, sir; our market is confined to the Atlantic
seabﬁard, and some of it gets into the Middle Western States, but not
much.

Senator THovMas. Do you export anything?

Mr. Murray. We export practically nothing. Once in a while we
get a little order from Montreal or Toronto.

Senator THoMas. Are your furniture factories operating steadily
at this time?

Mr. Murray. No, sir. The furniture industry in that section of
the country has been very badly depressed for three years and has
been losing money.

Senator THomas. Have rates of wages fallen along with the depres-
sion generally?

Mr. Mugrrav. Yes; some. I do not believe they have any more
than wages have decreased in other industries since the war. But
competition for labor with other industries prevents the furniture
industry from getting its labor below the going market for labor in
those States.

Senator THomas. Would you say that the depressed condition of
the furniture industry is responsible for any considerable amount of
unemployment in that section?

Mr. MuRrray. I would not care to say one way or the other on
that, because I have no knowledge. I can say this of my own knowl-
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edge, that the number of employees in furniture industries in that
section certainly has decreased materially in the last five years.
Whether thcv have been absorbed in the other industries in that
locality, or whether they are unemplo]yed,.or have left the locality,
1 can not say. If they have left the locality, I do not know about
that. They have certainly left the furniture industry.

Senator THoMAs. Paragraph 402 mentions maple and birch, and
then it has a definition, including boards, planks, and so forth. That
is int?ln(,}ed to refer mainly to the raw material out of which furniture
is made?

Mr. Murray. Absolutely. That is what I say; as far as I am
concerned I have no interest in flooring or anything of that kind.

Senator THomas. You are opposed to a tariff on anything that
goes into raw material from which furniture is made?

Mr. MurrAY Yes, sir.

Senator THomAs. On the other hand, the present law gives you
33Y per cent protection. The House bill proposes to raise that to
40 per cent. Are you opposed to that provision?

Mr. Murray. I am not interested one way or another, hecause I
do not believe, with veryv limited exceptions, it is going to do the
furniture industry in that section of the country any good. We are
not up against any importations that affect the items that the vast
majority of those furniture factories make.

enator Trosmas. Were you present this morning when one of the
witnesses testified that the furniture business was about to be put
out of existence because of the importations of foreign furniture?

Mr. Murray. I do not remember hearing him say that, but if he
did say that, I doubt if that is so, with the exception of specific items.
T think that may be true as to what he was talking about, that is,
antiques. I do not know anything about them. That probably
might be true on bent-wood furniture. It might be true in connec-
tion with isolated instances of furniture items, but not upon the
items of furniture that are made in the Northeastern States, such as
wood-seat chairs, office chairs, post-office equipment, and upholstered
chairs on hardwood frames.

Senator THomas. He testified that his factories made dining-room,
living-room, and bedroom furniture. Do you make that class of
furniture?

Mr. Murray. That class of furniture is made to a limited extent
in New England, but that is what is known as case wood, that is,
dining-room suites, and bedroom suites are made in limited quantities
uF there. What are made extensively are wood chairs and products
of that character.

Senator THoMAS. Are you prepared to say that the New England
furniture interests would not be benefited by a raise in the present
tariff from 33% per cent to any other per cent?

Mr. Murgray. I think the furniture interests would be hencfited
because there are certain items, as I have said, upon which foreign
cgmpetition does bother some factories. There is no question about
that.

Senator CouzeNns. There is a considerable amount of bent wood
imported from Czechoslovakia?

r. Murray. As I understand it that is true, and that has been a
thorn in the sides of those furniture concerns in that locality who
make bent-wood furniture.
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Senator Covzens. You do not use any bent wood?

Mr. Murray. Not now. The Heywood-Wakefield Co. at Gardner
is & big maker of bent-wood furniture. They, of course, have been
protesting against birch and maple lumber as well as some other things.

Senator Couzens. They would also like a higher tariff on bent
wood from Czecholsovakia?

Mr. Murray. I imagine Mr. Barnes can speak for himself on that.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. BABIIT

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Scnator WaLsu. What is your business?

Mr. Basirt. I am a timber owner.

Senator WaLsu. Where?

Mr. Basirt. Upper Michigan. I also have been a member of wood
utilization committees and other lumber activitics of the Govern-
ment, but I am not a Government man at all.

I want to say this about the birch and maple flooring, that our
people have no objection whatever to a tariff upon any worked pro-
duct such as flooring. Our trouble is with the reading of this schedule,
with reference to maple and birch, which does not make any separa-
tion, apparently, between flooring and rough lumber. The woo
}urgcrs and lumber people in New York State and in New Eng-
and——

Senator Couzens. Will you refer to the exact paragraph yon are
discussing?

Mr. Basirr. It is in Schedule 4.

Senator Couzens. Yes; I know that.

Mr. Basirr. The paragraph reads, “Maple and birch, 15 per cent.”
That is what ve are discussing. .

But there is no clearance in there, no distinct statement that birch
flooring and maple flooring is meant, so we are covered with a 15
per cent proposition in regard to birch and maple logs, and also in
regard to flooring.

Now, what we are asking is this. For the last 50 years there has
existed between the woodworkers of this country and Canada a
sort of understanding by which the wood manufacturers have fur-
nished about 40 per cent of the raw material for the wood turners
and woodworkers, a large part of it going also into the chair man-
ufacturing industry.

hSena:lg’r Couzens. How do you suggest that the paragraph be
changed?

Mr. Bapitr. The paragraph should be changed by eliminating that
15 per cent entirely except as it applies to flooring or any other
manufactured wood product.

Senator WaLsH. Paragraph 402 reads:

Maple (except Japanese maple) and birch: Boards, planks, deals, laths, ceiling,
flooring, and other lumber and timber (except logs), 15 per centum ad valorem.

You want the 15 per cent ad valorem stricken out?

Mr. Basirr. Yes, sir.

Senator WaLsH. And you want maple, except Japanese maple
and birch, boards, planks, deals, laths, ceiling, flooring, and other
lumber and timber, except logs, put upon the free list?
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Mr. BaBirt. We do not want flooring or any other manufactured
article on the free list, We are asking to have the raw material
come in, which would be rough lumber, dimension stock, the wood
turners call it, the same as for the last 50 years.

Senator WaLsH. You want the raw material, maple and birch, to
come in free, and you want the boards, planks, and so forth, to pay
a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem?

Mr. Basirt. The rough lumber we want to come in free.

Senator CouzeEns. You had better draft an amendment and put
it in the record. We can not tell just what you want. You just draft
an ameniment to the provision, covering what you want, and submit
it to the clerk of the comniittee.

Mr. Banitt. I will be glad to do that. It is merely that the thing
is coniused in the text, and it is inpossible to separate them.

Senator WaLsiu. You want flooring taken out anywuy?

Mr. Basitt. Yes, sir; or any other American manufactured article.

Senator Couvzens. Planks, boards, and laths are all manufactured,
but you want them to come in free? ‘

Mr. BaBirr. Yes, sir.

Senator Couzens. You did not say that.. You say in one sentence
that those are manufactured articles, and you say you want manu-
factured articles to pay a tariff, and then in another sentence you say
you do not want a tariff on boards and planks.

I think the simplest way to solve the problem is for you to draw an
amendment which you think will cover the question, and we will put
that in the record.

Mr. Basirr. I will be very glad to do that.

STATEMENT OF E. R. PLUNKETT, NEW ROCHELLE, N. Y., REPRE-
SENTING HARDWOOD CONSUMERS AND DEALERS

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Couzens. Will you state your name, and whom you
represent? .

r. PLuNker. My name is E. R. Plunkett, appearing on behalf
of the Aeolian Co. New York; Berkey & Gay Fumiture Co., Grand
Rapids, Mich.; Breece-White Manufacturing Co., Arkansas City,
Ark.; and the Carr Lumber Co. Pisgah Forest, N. C..

Senator WaLsH. Where is your residence? .

Mr. Pru~skerr. I live in New Rochelle, N. Y. I am in the
wholesale lumber business there, and I also have personal charge
of the lumber requirements of the Aeolian Company. They are
one of the largest manufacturers of that kind of material in the East
and they have factories in New Jersey, New York State, and Massa-
chusetts. I am here to represent those two concerns, and also two
southern sawmill owners, one in Arkansas City, Ark., and one
in Pisgah Forest, N. C., both of them making lumber which they
are shipping good quantities of into Canada._ .

Senator WaLsH. You are opposed to a tariff on birch and maple?

Mr. PrunkeTT. Yes, sir; I am.

Before I begin I would like to mention one thing; I do not know
that it is important, but it is in reference to this Brownley matter
which came up yesterday.

.
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We presented a brief to the Ways and Means Committee of the
House, and one of the names on our brief was that of the Brownley
Co. of Detroit, a lumber company there, whose purchasing agent,
according to my understanding, authorized us to add the Brownley
Co.’s name. Later Mr. Brownley, the president of the com;})lnny,
repudiated the authorization, and that deprived us of the right to
use his name, but the name had gone in.

I want to say in that connection that in my brief I am listing two
or three hundred names, largely consumers of lumber, some Southern
sawmill manufacturers, and to the best of my knowledge and belief
and in most cases to my own personal knowledge, they are actively
op{)osed to'the duty on lumber coming in here.

am the only person who has appeared before you, I think, in
favor of free lumber, and I would like to answer some of the argu-
ments that have been brought out in favor of a duty.

Mr. Bennett has been the Erincipal witness before you, and one of
the principal positions he takes in opgosition to free lumber is the
fact that Canadian producing points have a freight rate advantage
over American producers, or producers of birch and maple.

He states that one reason for that is that the Canadian railroads
did not advance freight rates during and after the war, as our rail-
roads did.

My brief contains sworn freight rates from the different producing
centers to the different consuming centers, and I think in all cases
you will find that Canadian ratlroads followed right along with
cimilar increases. As a matter of fact, the mileage is given in the
brief, and you will note that the freight rates on a mileage basis
are much higher in Canada than they are in the United States.

A good deal of the argument has come from the Michigan and
Wisconsin manufacturers, who have cited particularly that they had
been shut out of the New England market by the nearer Canadian
hardwood competition. They ask you for tariff legislation that will
allow them to take their lumber from Michigan and Wisconsin and
sell it in Boston, or in other parts of New England. It would be
just as reasonable for a manufacturer in Maine to ask you for a
tariff that would let him ship his hardwood lumber from Maine to
Oshkosh, Wis.

In many cases we ship and pay more for freight and delivery than
the net value of the largest mill amounts to. There is a limit to the
distance it can be transported in any amount.

Senator WaLsH. In other words, the freight charge on a car of
lumber, in some instances, is as much, if not more than the value of
the lumber in the car.

Mr. PruNkeTr. Exactly, although that is not true on the average.
The higher grades of lumber do not come into that class.

Senator WavLsH. It depends upon the distance of the haul.

. Mr. PLonkeTT. Yes, sir.  The point I am making is that there
is a limit to the distance which you can ship hardwood lumber in any
quantity, economically. . .

I claim, and I think I am supported by the facts in my brief; I
will not try to give any particular instances in my oral testimony—
but I claim that if you take any consuming center in the United
States of hardwood lumber, and then take the natural source of °
supply from the United States and from Canada to that point, in
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euch and every case the United States producers have a freight
advantage.

A man in Boston naturally would not go to Michigan and Wis.
consin to buy maple and birch lumber, except in some special in-
stances. You would go to Maine, to New Hampshire, to Vermont
and New York State and the eastern sections of Canada.

Senator Couzens. Why should he not go there, instead of Canada?

Mr. Prunkerr. Why should he not go to Maine or Vermont?

Senator Couzens. Yes, instead of to Canada.

Mr. PLunkeTT. He should but if it is——

Senator Couzens. You want the tariff off so he can go to Canada?

Mr. PLunNkEeTT. Yes, I do. I have a reason for that, or, rather,
two reasons. One is for the owner of the lumber industry, and one
for the sake of the man who uses it. Perhaps T may mention that
as well now as any other time.

I believe the New England wood users can not compete with wood
users in other 1part,s of the country unless they can have material
3nough to supply their demand, which grows, you might say, at their

oor.

_If you shut out Canadian lumber it is goins to raise the price of

birch and maple because a duty on birch and maple is a duty on
Canadian hard wood. That is what it really amounts to.
. If the consumers price is raised he can not compete with a man
in the South who now is shipping lumber to Canada, exporting it
in quantities twice as great as we are importing, and who, by reason
of this tariff would be deprived of his market in Canada. Idonot
believe these lumber men can expect that the duty on Canadian
hard wood——

Senator WaLsn. Have you the ﬁ(g}ures showing the imports of
lumber from the United States to Canada and the exports from
Canada to the United States?

Mr. PLuNkETT. Yes, sir.

Senator WaLsn. What are they?

Mr. PLuNkeTT. The exports from Canada were 55,000,000 feet of
hardwood, and our total hardwood production here is about 6,000,
000,000 feet, so that is less than 1 per cent of our total hardwood

roduction. We exported to Canada last year about 120,000,000
ect, or 106,000,000 feet—it was 120,000,000 feet in one year and
106,000,000 feet in the other year.

Senator Couzens. Is that all contained in your brief? .

Mr. PLunkeTT. Yes, sir.  But we export to Canada about twice
as much of the hardwood lumber as we get from her. That is the
position of these southern men whom I represent and my own
position.

While we buy lumber in Canada and bring it here and want it to
be brought in free, the principal part or our trade with Canada is
the exportation of southern hardwood lumber to Canada.

The other disadvantage that Mr. Bennett has claimed that the
United States producers are working under is costs. In the brief
before the Ways and Means Committee there were some actual fig-
ures of wage scales paid to laborers and skilled production lumber-
men on both sides of the line. . .

Senator Warsu. Which brief is that? Is that in a brief, or in the
report of the Tariff Commission?
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Mr. PLunkerr. 1 am sorry I can not say, Senator.

Senator WaLsH. Is that in your brief of Mr. Bennett’s brief?

Mr. PLunkeTT. I think it was our brief.

In addition to thet, and believing that the proof of the pudding is
in the eating, I am submitting with my brief the sworn statement of
a manufacturer in Maine, an American manufacturer, of course, and
another American manufacturer who happens to_be operating just
the other side of the line from that particular point in the State of
Maine. They are not over 40 miles apart, and I do not think it can
be claimed they are working under different losginF conditions.
There is no difference, except that one is on one side of the line and
the other is on the cther side.

That will show there is about $5 per thousand difference in favor
of the United States manufacturer. I mean by that that the Cana-
dian costs are about 85 more than the American costs.

One thing that has been brought out is the condition of the manu-
facturing hardwood industry, and the losses that some of the manu-
facturers have taken.

There is no question but what some of them have taken losses. I
do not know just why it is.

I say this, that it would be possible for a l:mber manufacturer—
and they have mentioned the fact that they are carrying a good deal
of stumpage—it would be possible for a manufacturer to buy stump-
age enough to last him 50 or 75 years, and cut a half of 1 per cent
each year and charge the carrying costs of that stumpage to his saw-
mill.  No doubt he is entitled, probably, as a business proposition, to
m and hold stumpage enough to warrant him in operating his saw-

ill for a reasonable number of years, but there comes a time when he
is speculating in timber; he is not a lumber manufacturer; he is a
timber speculator, and, of course, when comparisons of costs have
been set up on that basis it does not show the real picture. We
have no grievance against timber speculation. But it would not be
fair to say you had lost on lumber operations because you had included
in your costs the carrying charge of a large amount of timber that
was not necessary for a reasonable operation.

Senator Couzens. I think the test would be the cost of production
in Canada and America, not whether a company makes or loses
money.

A'IP?PLUNKETT. I have covered our cost in my brief.

Senator WaLsH. I suppose it is possible for the costs to vary a good
deal, depending on how far the logs have to be hauled to the mill?

Mr. PLUNKETT. Yes, sir.

Senator WaLsH. So a mill located near the source of supply would
be able to manufacture lumber much cheaper than a mill some distance
from the source of stumpage?

Mr. PLunkeTT. That is true.

The only other thing I wanted to bring before you was a statement
of our exports and imports. '

Senator CouzeENns. You say that is in the brief?

Mr. PLUNKETT. Yes, it is.

Senator Couzens. That is all that is necessari. .

Mr. PLunkeTT. Very well. I do not think, however, this fact is
in the brief. In our exchange of hardwood lumber with Canada, we
buy her high-grade lumber. She has a market in England for the low-
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grade thick lumber that is bound to be purchased in the manufacture
of thick lumber products, so a large portion of the lumber that we
may get here we can not manufacture very economically on this side
of the line, because the manufacture of so much of that thick lumber,
develops a lot of low-grade lumber for which we have no market.
We buy high-grade lumber from her, and what we ship to her is low-
grade cull lumber, for which our market is not so good.

So I think there is a decided advantage in our present ability to
buy from her the better grades, the more difficult grades for us to
produce, and sell to her the lower grades of timber and logs.

Senator WawLsu. Has she a tariff on lumber?

Mzr. PLunNkETT. She has a tariff on lumber, and I want to mention
that in fairness to the whole situation. She has a tariff of 25 per cent
on flooring.

-~ Senator Couzens. Why does she put that on and not put a tariff
on the other products?

Mr. PLuNkETT. It is a manufactured product.

Senator Couzexns. We have been letting it in free?

Mr. PLuNkerr. Yes. While I am here to ask for free entry of
lumber, I believe that, considering the whole situation, we are getting
the better end of the (ical, as far as the exchange of lumber goes with
Canada, and although I can not conscientiously say that we should
let her flooring in here free when she has a duty against us. As I see
it, any change in toriff legislation might bring about a situation where
on the whole we wcre getting the poorer end of the deal.

Senator WaLsH. That is the point the last witness was trying to
make, evidently.

Mr. PLUuNKETT. Yes, it was. I will not say anything about con-
servation to you.

Senator WarLsH. Have you covered that in your brief?

Mr. PLUNKETT. Yes.

Senator WaLsu. Do you disagree with the statements of the
witness whom you are answering on that, Mr. Bennett?

Mr. PuunkerT. Yes, I do, absolutely.

(Mr. Plunkett submitted the following brief:)

Brier oF E. R. PLUNKETT. REPRESENTING PLUNKETT-WEBSTER LumBER Co.,
NeEw RocHELLE, N. Y., AND OTHERsS

The tariff bill as passed by the House of Representatives carries duties of 15
per cent on birch and maple Iumber, including flooring. Probably no duties
pro(i)osed by this bill are as unsound in theory and as unsupported by the type of
evidence which should determine tariff policy.

Witnesses who appeared before the Ways and Means Committee in support of
the proposed duty failed to justify their position with any facts, and the reasons
advanced by the committee itself in support of the duty in the bill do not cor-
rectly state actual conditions. The absurdity of the duty can be in no way better
illustrated than by calling attention to the fact that Canada, with tremendous
supplies of softwood lumber is notably deficient in hardwoods and is buying
from the United States annually an amount almost as ﬁreat as its entire produc-
tion. The proposal that we should prevent the pitifully small imports of birch
and maple from Canads which serve special uses in some of our wood-using indus-
tries, is almost too foolish to require an answer. There is substantial evidence
to the effect that our imports consist of birch and maple of high grade and special
size in which we are deficient, and that in return we sell to Canada a substantial
quantity of lower grade birch and maple of small sizes.

| L4
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The Ways and Means Committee supported the proposed duty of 15 per cent
ad valorem on birch and maple lumber and flooring on the ground that—

1. Many appearances were made asking for a 25 per cent duty.

2. There is vigorous competition across the border.

3. Canadians have, in some cases, a $5 advantage in freight to Detroit, New
York and New England,

4. Competition holds down the market in Chicago and elsewhere.

There is no support for any of these statements; they will not bear examination,
and the facts show a situation entirely at variance with them, and the duty if
ap{)roved will seriousty affect American interests.

. It may be true that there were many appearances in favor of this duty.
Three lumbermen did appear in favor of it but domestic hardwood interests also *
presented a brief opposing the duty; and over two thousand individual lumbermen
all over the country (manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers) have also indicated
their opposition. If the matter rests with the Jumber industry, sentiment is
clearly against the proposed duty. A protest signed by representatives of over
300,000 people in the Middle West has been filed with the Finance Committee
on this duty. The duty is opposed by manufacturers and exporters in the South

and North alike.
Production of hardwoods:

United States, 1927— Thousand feet
Hardwoods, all species.. ..o o oo aicaaaacaaaaa 6, 085, 928
Birchandmaple. ... oo i ccicacccccaaaan 1, 10v, 788
('Tariff Commission Summary of Tariff Information.)

Canadian, 1927, all species (largcg birch and maple)_..._..__. 150, 159
(Department of Commerce, Census Bureau.)

United States exports of hardwoods:
1927, total hardwoods, all countries...._ . . . . _._.._._ 407, 356
1927, exports to Canada. - . oo oo eiecicaaaaa 106, 578
(Department of Commerce, Commerce and Navigation.)
United States imports of hardwood lumber:
1927, from Canada (including flooring) ... ... o oo ... 65, 806
1928, from Canada (including flooring) . ... .. oo ._... 52, 915
(Press memorandum, April 8 1929, Department of Com-

merce.)
United States imports of hardwood flooring:

1927, flooring from Canada .. .. ... 3,377
1928, flooring from Canada. .- - o oo e o eccaaaoaa. 2, 699
(Press memorandum, April 8, 1929, Departinent of Com-
merce.)

From the above it is seecn—

1. Weexport to Canada twice the amount of hardwoods imported from Canada.

2. We import from Canada an amount equal to about 1 per cent of our hard-
wood production.

3. Our production of birch and maple greatly exceced Canadian production.

4. Canada buys more than one-fourth of our total hardwood exports.

5. Therc is a marked increase in hardwood exports to Canada and a marked
dercreasc in our imports from Canada. (Departinent Commerce, press release
Mar. 20, 1929.)

There is, moreover, ample evidence that our birch and maple imports consist
of sizes which, due to the difference in character of timber, are not and can not
be produced in the United States in sufficient quantities to meet the special uses
for which they are required. Canadian piroducers have specialized in thicker
sizes of birch and maple which we have not been able to produce in sufficient
quantity on account of the fact that the cull or lower grade material developed
in this method of manufacture has not been salable in this country, whereas
Canada has had an English export market which absorbs it readi { These
higher grades in the thicker sizes have been especially desirable material, particu-
larly for the automobile industry and farm implements. On the other hand
Canadian wood-using industries which can use birch of smaller size, find it advan-
t:gegus to import from the United States rather than buy the specialty Canadian
stock.

These facts show that not only is competition not vigorous but practically
nonexistant cince imports serve special purposes which can not be filled by,

domestic production.
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SWORN FREIGHT RATE STATEMENT 6HOWS DISADVANTAGE TO CANADIAN PRODUCERS

The committee states further that the Candaians have in some cases a $5
advantage in freight to Detroit, New York, and New England. This is absolutely
untrue. The actual freight rates, as sworn to by disinterested rate experts,

atween Canadian and Aunerican shipping points and American consuming
markets are appendad hereto; the facts show that an a per mile basis, Canadians
are at a 20 per cent disadvantage. (See Exhibit E.)

But the crux of the situation lies in an examination of the relative location of
the principal consuming and producing points. In effect, the Wisconsin bhirch
producers say that they are at a substantial freight disadvantage in New England
markets as compared with the more favorably iocated Canadian mills of Quebee.
What they do not say is that they are not selling birch in New Eugland at the
present time due, not to Canadian competition, but the substantial production
of birech lumber by domestic producers in New England. In the Atlantic coast
markets, such as Boston, the chief source of supply is New England producing
points. (New England produces annually 92,000,000 fect of birch and maple)
and the freight rates and distances from these points to Boston are much lower
than they are from the nearest Canadian mills. Jn the Detroit market the
Wisconsin producers have a freight advantage over Canadian producers. Obvi.
ously, it is unsound to compare Canadian rail rates to Boston with rates from
Marinette, Wisconsin; this does not show actual competitive conditions. Briefly
stated, the actual facts are that in every consuming market in the United States
some American producers, or groups of producers, enjoy freight rate advantages
as compared with the nearest and lowest rated Canadian mill, so that it would
be more nearly correct to state that the Canadian mills had a freight rate disad-
vantage of $5 per thousand than to attribute this advantage to the mills in the
United States. (See sworn freight rate statements attached.)

Hardwood lumber is a heavy commodity, and the cost of transportation is a
large part of the price paid by the consumer. In many cases the freight on lumber
produced by either Canada or the United States exceeds the net value at the mill.
As a practical matter, on account of the high cost of freight, given consuming
centers are served by relatively nearby producing centers, and we submit that
there is not a single consuming center in the United States which from a trans-
portation standpoint is not being served more cheaply by American birch and
maple producers than by any Canadian producer. Putting aside the fact that the
Michigan and Wisconsin producers have a complete monopoly of the West and
Southwest, and taking into consideration the actual freight rates as they exist,
we will take two consuming centers in the extreme portions of the territory which
they have particularly mentioned, namely, Chicago and Boston. The freight
rate from Marinette, Wis,. to Chicago is 1214 cents per hundredweight, or approxi-
mately $5 per thousand feet. The lowest freight rate from Canadian hardwood
producing points is 34 cents per hundredweight, or approximately $13.50 per
thousand. a difference of $8.50 in freight rates in favor of the American shipper.!

The Boston consumer draws his supply of birch and maple lumber from Canada,
Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, New York, and Pennsylvania. An examina-
tion of the freight rate table appended hereto shows that the average freight paid
by the United States mills serving Boston and environs is about $9 per thousand,
and the average freight paid by Canadian mills serving the satne territory is
$13 per thousand. In other words, the United States mills serving Boston and
its environs have a $1 freight advantage.

COMPETITION IN AMERICAN MARKETS

As regards competition holding down the market in Chicago and elsewhere,
the absurdity is illustrated by the fact that not more than 1,000,000 feet per
year of Canadian birch and maple lumber enters the Chicago market, which
undoubtedly consumes 150,000,000 to 200,000,000 feet of hardwoods. Further-
more, prices on this Canadian material are somewhat higher than the prevailing

rice 'joer:’ the American birch and maple lumber because of the special sizes
ported.

8 This s the rate now in eflect from Burks Falls, Oatarlo, and Huutsville, Ontario, though rates from
Quebee producing sections are 42 cents, or $16.50 per thousand.
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COSTS OF PRODUCTION

We submit as Exhibits A and B herewith sworn statements covering the costs
of logging, hauling, sawing, and loading birch and maple lumber at two points,
one in the United States and one in Canada, which are not more than 48 miles
apart. The logging and forest conditions muke this comparison as ncarly
identical as it is possible to do. In neither case has stumpage, overhead, or cost
of distribution been included, and it is shown that there is a difference of $5.19
per thousand feet in favor of the United States mills, The statemnents appended,

‘which support this statement, are taken from actual books of record and are
accurate.
EFFECT OF DUTY

The appended table (Exhibit C) shows the effect of the proposed duty on birch
and maple on consumers’ prices. Its more important effect, however, will be to
seriously cripple important manufacturing enterprises in the New England
States. Birch and maple, as it comes from Canada, with the exception of a very
negligible amount of flooring, is largely a raw material for American industry,
and as such, in the absence of any reason for a protective tariff, should be free.

FOREST CONSERVATION

This brief examination of the reasons advanced by the committec to support
its proposed duty clearly demonstrates its unfairness and the lack of any sound
basis for a tariff. But the fact which makes the duty positively harmful and
contrary to sound f?ublic policy is that in Wisconsin, from whence comes this
agitation for a tariff, birch forests are already practically cxhausted; it is doubt-
ful whether, at the present rate of production, they have suflicient timber to last
10 years. Under such circumstances, it would be pure folly to discourage an
opportunity to secure our needs from other sources.

CONCLUSION

Summing up, the entire question resolves itself into this: We export more
hardwood to Canada than we import. Canadian imports are a very small
fraction of the birch and maple consumption in the United States. They fil a
specialty need in special sizes, and their exclusion, or the placing on them of an
im(rort duty, would work to the disadvantage od such industries as the furniture
industry, the domestic specialty industries, farm machinery and the automobile
industry. The Canadian producer is at a disadvantage both from the stand-
point of costs of production and freight rates. The competition of this product
is not an actual one, as far as American sources of supply are concerned, as is
evidenced by the fact that American mills export into Canada and apparently
find the business profitable. To shut out this source of necessary raw material
would be shortsighted folly, both from the standpoint of our own rapidly di-
minishing harc¢wood timber resources and from that of the development of the
prosperity of Ainerican wood-using industries.

Respectfully suiimitted.

E. R. PLUNKETT,
Plunkelt, Webster Lumber Co., New Rockelle, Ny,

PARTIAL LIST OF THOSE WHO HAVE EXPRESSED OPPOSITION TO THE 15 PER CENT
DUTY ON BIRCH AND MAPLE LUMBER AND FLOORING

A kansas.—Breece-White Manufacturing Co., Arkansas City.

Luanecticut.—The East Hartford Lumber & Ladder Co., Hartford; Hotchkiss
Bros. Co., Torrington; Capital City Lumber Co., Hartford; Penning Reed Co.,
Bridgeport; Eastside Lumber Co., Hartford; Hartford Lumber Co., Hartford;
Andrews & Pock Co., Hartford; Weathersfield Lumber Co., Wethersfield; Charter
Oak Lumber Co., Hartford; Edwin Taylor Lumber Co., Hartford; J. E. Smith
& Co. (Inc.), Waterbury; F. S. Bedwell Co., Windsor Locks.

Georgia.—Smith Lumber Co., Savannah; Case-Fowler Lumber Co., Macon;
Massee & Felton, Macon. .

Illinois.—Vangness Lumber Co., Chicago.

Indiana.—Van Arnam Manufacturing Co., Fort Wayne; Long Knight Lumber
Co., Indianapolis; Shafer Hardwood Co., South Bend; Indiana Lumber & Manu-
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facturing Co., South Bend; the Hoosier Veneer Co., Indianapolis; the Studebaker
Corporation, South Bend.

entucky.—Bond-Foley Lumber Co., Bond; Dawkins Lumber Co., Ashland;
Dawkins Lumber Co., Royalton; Wood-Mosaie Co., Louisville.

Louisiana.—Jones Lumber Co., Ferriday; Bonita Lumber Co. (Inc.), Bonita;
Holloway Sawmill Co., Clayton.

Maine.—Thos. P. Beals Furniture Co., Portland.

Maryland.—Heise & Bruns Mill & Lumhe; Co., Baltimore.

Massachuselts.—Society for Protection of New Hampshire Forest, Boston;
Bay State Upholstering Co, Hyde Park, Boston; Hedstrom-Union Co., Gardner;
Weston Co., Boston; Parker & Page Co., East Cambridge; Dasenport Peters Co.,
Boston; Swift Hardwood Lumber Co., Boston; Stafford Co., Readville; Redne
Hunt Machine Co, Orange; Atlantic Lumber Co., Bostou; Garﬁel(i Fralic
Lumber Co., Charlestown; Wood Co., Charlestown; Hevwood-Wakefield Co.,
Gardner; Curtis Chair Corporation, South Ashburnham; Winchendon Chair Co.,
Winchendon; Derby & Co., (Ine.), Gardner; Morse & Sons, (Inc.), Athol; Ken-
ney Bros. & {Volkins, Gardner; Jones Hardwood Co., Boston; Tim-Manson Lum-
ber Co., Boston; Thompson ‘Chair Corporation, Baldwinville; Temple Stuart Co.,
Baldwinville; Waite Chair Co., Baldwinville; S. Bent & Bros., Gardner; Conant
Ball & Co., dardner; Nichols & Stone Co., Gardner; L. B. Ramadell Co., Gardner;
Gardner Upholstered Furnitwre Co., Gardner; Gem Crib & Cradle Co., Gardner;
Mahoney Chair Co., Gardner; Chairtown Manufacturing Co., Gardner; Green-
wood Associates, Gardner; C. H. Hartshorn (Inc.), Gardner; O’'Hearn Manufac-
turing Co., Gardner; S. K. Pierce & Co., Gardner; F. A. Whitney Carriage Co.,
Leominster; Whitney Reed Corporation, Leominster; Lambert & Latimer,
Leominster; Bourne Hadley Co., Templeton; Marcoullier Bros. Lumber Co.
(Inc.), Westfield; Marcoullier Bros., Westfield; Hampden Lumber Co., Spring-
field; Geo. W. Robins & Son Co., Holyoke; Casper Ranger Lumber Co., Holyoke;
J. G. Roy Lumber Co., Holyoke; Ely Lumber Co., Holvoke; Merrick Lumber Co.,
Holyoke; Holbrook Lumber Co., Holyoke; Franklin éounty Lumber Co.
Greenfield; Burrows & Kenyon (Inc.), Fall River; Sanders Lumber Co., Fall
River; M. C. Bailey & Co. (Inc.), Northampton; Frank Dainto Lumber Co.,
Randolph; Rugg Manufacturing Co., Greenfield; éook}nan Lumber Co., North-
ampton; Cook Borden & Co. (Inc.), Fall River; Alfred Whitney Co., Ashburnhain;
F. W. Lumbard Co., Ashburnham; White Manufacturing Co., Ashburnham;
W. F. Whitney Co., Ashburnham; Athol Table Co., Athol; Brown Bros., Gardner;
American Chair Co., Gardner; J. A. Dickerman Co., Gardner; Gardner Reed &
Rattan Co., Gardner; Kelly Bros., Gardner; Atlantic Chair Co., Gardner;
Standard Manufacturin Co., Gardner; Victor Furniture Co., Gardner; J. A.
Dunn Co., Gardner; B. D. Nims, West Springficld; Angers Lumber Co., Spring-
field; Carlos Lumber Co., Springfield; Merriam-Hall Co., Leominster; W. H.
Sawyer Lumber Co., Worcester; Wyman-Allen Lumber Co., Boston; I'ieywood
Wakefield Co., Boston.

Michigan.—-berkev & Gay Furniture Co., Grand Rapids; Leech Lumber Co.,
Detroit; Widicomb Furniture Co., Grand Rapids; Nichols & Cox Lumber Co.,
Grand Ra ids; Widicomb, John, Co., Grand Rapids; Grand Lodge Chair Co.,
Grand Lodge; Stickley Bros. Co., Grand Rapids; Coulter Lumber Co., Grand
Rapids; Compound & Pyrene Door Co., St. Joseph; Preston Lumber & Manu.
facturing Co., Benton Harbor; Gunn Furniture Co., Grand Rapids; G. R. Store
Equipment domoration, Grand Rapids; Walter N. Kelley Co., Detroit; Bolund
Lumber Co.,Grand Rapids; Packard Motor Car Co., Detroit; Briggs Manu-
facturing Co., Detroit; Graham-Paige Moto.s Corporation, Detroit; Dwight
Lumber Co., Detroit; ¥. M. Sibley Lumber Co., Detroit.

New Hampshire.—French & Heald Co., Milford; McLane Manufacturing Co.,
Milford; Maine Manufacturing Co., Nashua; Norwood Calif. Co., Keene; Keene
Chair l\ianufacturin Co., Keene; C. L. Russel & Sons, Ikcene; Sprague-éarlton.
Keene; F. L. Carey Chair Manufacturing Co., Keenc.

New Jersey—Heidritter Lumber Co., Elizabeth.

New York.—Oscar Kepply, New York City; Dunbar Box & Lumber Co. (Inc.),
New York City; Taylor & Sons (Inc.), New York City; Moore Bros. (Inc.),
New York City; Buckhart, F. C., New York Cityv; North Side Lumber Co.
(Inc.), New York City; Rodger & Son, New York City; Herrmann Lumber Co.,
New York City; Christman, Chas. A. (Inc.), New York City; Crescent Lumber
& Panel Corp., New York City; Ichabod T. Williams & Sons, New York City;
Brambech Piano Co., New York City; Plunkett-Webster Lumber Co., New York
City; Mosson Bros.,, New York City; N. Y. Piano Manufacturers Association,
New York; Aeolian Co., New York; Batavia & N. Y. Wood Working Co.,

re
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Batavia; Steinway & Sons, New York; Palen’s Sons, Kingston; Lee Manufac-
turing Co. (Inc.), Canastota; Morge Bros. Lumber Co., Rochester; Cook & Co.,
Medina; Rome Box & Lumber Co., Rome; Sencca Falls Rule & Block Co. (Inec.),
Seneca Falls; Schwarzwaelder & Co. (Inc.), Chichester; Kalt Lumber Co., New
York City; éaulpaugh ’s Sons, New York; Eckenroth & Son (Inc.), New York;
Elmhurst Lumber & Trim Company, Maspeth, L. I.; The Hedden-Clark Lumber
Company, New York City; S. A. Cook & Company, Medina; Nellis, Amos &
Swift (Inc.), Utica; Swift Hardwood Lumber Co. (Inc.), Utica; Blakeslee, Perrin
& Darling, Buffalo; The Kelsey Hardwood Lumber Co., North Tonawanda;
- Hubbard, Eldredge & Miller (Inc.), Rochester; Hagen Lumber Co. (Inc.),
New York City; Kroehler Manufacturing Co., Binghamton; Inspectors Lumber
Company, West Chazf'.

North Carolina.—Blackwood Lumber Co. (Inc.), East Laport; Carr Lumber
Co., Pisgah Forest; Williams & Fulgham Lumber Co., Biltomore; Clinton Lumber
Co., Clinton; Cenning & Co., Sylva.

Okio.—Ritter Lumber Co., Columbus; F. A. Requarth Co., Cleveland; Willys-
Overland Co., Toledo; Gebhart Winchet Lumber Co., Toledo; Coffman Manu-
facturing Co., Washington Courthouse; Brown-Graves Company, Akron; The
Daly Lumber Company, Cincinnati; The H. H. Giesy & Brothers Co., Columbus;
The Purdy-Ammon Lumber Company, Cincinnati; The Hartzell Industries
(Inc.), Piqua; The Gotshall Manufacturing Co., Toledo; The South Side Lumber
& Supply Co., Toledo.

Pennsyleania.—Lincoln Furniture Co.. Philadelphia; Laneaster Manufactur-
ing Co., Lancaster; The Sikes Co., Philadelphia; Benner Manufacturing Co.,
Lancaster; Babcock Lumber Co., f..ancaster; Mountville Wood Products Co.,
Mountville; England, Frank A. Co., Philadelphia; Ritter & Bros., Philadelphia;
Casten Co. (Ine.), Williamsport; Weaver Piano Co. (Inc.), York; Hellare Furni-
ture Co., York; Enterprise Furniture Co., Glen Rock; Home Furniture Co.,
York; Smith Woodwor tsing Co., Philadelphia;-James H. Billington Co., Phila-
delphia; Shei!), Henry H. Manufacturing Co., Philadelphia; Tague & Co., Phila-
delphia; Williamsport Hardwood Lumber Co., Williamsport; Currie & Campbell
Philadeiphia; Babcock Lumber Co. Pittsburgh.

Rhode Island.—Browne & Sharpe Manufacturing Co., Providence; Bonita
Lumber Co. (Inc.), Providence.

South Carolina.—Avery Lumber Co., Sumter; Consolidated Lumber Co.,
Coward; Coleman Williams, Hardeeville.

Tennessee.—Appalachian Flooring Co., Knoxville; Vestal Lumber & Manu-
facuring Co., Knoxville; Chavannes Lumber Co.. Knoxville; Maples Lumber Co.,
Knoxville; Rose & Co., Knoxville; Swann & Kopeko, Knoxville; Tennessee Lum-
ber & Manufacturing Co., Knoxville; Riverside Lumber Co., Knoxville; Bellgrade
Lumber Co., Memphis; Little River Lumber Co., Townsend.

Vermont.—White River Chair Co., Brattlehoro; White Co., North Bennington;
Arlington Refrigerator Co., Arlington; Brighton Furniture Co., Island Pond;
Roadsboro Chair Co., Roadsboro; Estey Organ Co., Brattleboro; H. T. Cushman
Manufacturing Co., North Bennington; Sweat-Comingo Co.. Richford; Salisbury
Bros., Randolph; Beecher Falls Co., Beecher Falls.

Rhode Island—Brown & Sharpe Manufacturing Co., Providence; Bonita
Lumber Co. (Ine.), Providence.

South Carolina.—Avery Lumber Co., Sumter; Consolidated Lumber Co.,
Coward; Coleman Williams, Hardeeville.

Tennessee.—Appalachian_Flooring Co., Knoxville; Vestal Lumber & Manu-
facturing Co., Knoxville; Chavannes Lumber Co., Knoxville; Maples Lumber
Co., Knoxville; Rose & Co., Knoxville; Swann & Kopcke, Knoxville; Tennessee
Lumber & Manufacturing Co., Knoxville; Riverside Lumber Co., Knoxville;
Bellgrade Lumber Co., Memphis; Little River Lumber Co., Townsend; United
Timber & Lumber Co., Memphis; Moyer-Shafer Hardwood Co., Memphis.

Vermont.—White River Chair Co., Brattleboro; White Co., North Benning-
ton; Arlington Refrigerator Co., Arlington; Brighton Furniture Co., Island Pond;
Roadshoro Chair Co., Roadsboro; Estey Organ Co., Brattleboro; H. T. Cush-
man Manufacturing Co., North Bennington; Sweat-Comingo éo., Richford;
Salisbury Bros., Randolph; Beecher Falls Co., Beecher Falls.
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Exuimir A

Paovince or QUEBEC, CaNaDA,
Dastrict of St. Francts:
I, George M. Stearns, president of Lake Megantic Pulp Co., of Lake Megantie,
Quebeo, doth depose an sayz
That Lake Megantic Pulp Co. during the past five years have sawn into
lumber for export to the United States of America about 500,000 fcet of birch
logs which was cut from their own land.

t season’s cut of §96,540 fcet of logs cost the said company $28.50, exclusive
of stumpage, per 1,000 feet delivered at their sawmill; the sawing and piling in
their vards costs thein $6.69 per 1,000 feet b. m.

So help me God.
G. M. STEARNS.
wgglom before me at the town of Megantic, this 8th day of the month of June,
[sEAL.) D. L. LippE.

ExnsiT B.
DistricT oF COLUMBIA, 88°

I, E. R. Plunkett, president of the Plunkett-Webster Lumber Co. (Inc.), of
New Rochelle, N. Y., hereby certify that the said Plunkett-Webster Lumber
Co. (Inc.), financed entirely a sawmill in Dallas, Me., cutting birch and maple
timber during the logging season of 1928-29 from forests not to exceed 20 miles
south of the Canadian border line,

I further certify that the said Plunkett-Webster Lumber Co. (Inc.), paid the
entire amount of the pay roll necessary to cut, draw, and manufacture the hard.
wood timber mentioned above and that the total cost of cutting and haulin
of logs was $18 per thousand feet and the total cost of the sawing, piling, an
loading into cars was not to exceed $12 per thousand fcet, or the total cost of
manufacturing and loading was not to exceed $27 per thousand feet.

E. R. PLUNKETT.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 17th day of June, A. D. 1929.
{sEaAL.] PeARLE P. CRAMER, Notary Public.
My commission expires October 14, 1933,

- e o -
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Exuasir C

Present birch lumber prices, New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Dctroit, and Cleve-
land, showing increased cost to wholesale and retail consumer if proposed 15 per
cent ad valorem duty s assessed

| lncrfaml
; COSt per
15 per cent | Wholesale pﬁg“&. ‘ tl}outs:tmd
ing3gte! feet to
m{‘l‘ioﬁr'l’ée ad valorem Average | e duty '°",‘efr"§,?‘?’ consumner
duty ' pald | oroes over- | LY reason
hea * of 15 per
' cent ad va-
“lorem duty
SRR S SO j-
BIRCE LUMBER !
1-inch birch, first and seconds ! \ l'
or clear qudities. ........... $85.00 ' $12.55 $815.00' SH275 $150.33 $17.00
1-inch birch, medium or cut- i :
ting-up qualities............ 42.00 7.05 15.00 69.05 92.07 | 9.41
1¥%-inch blrch, first and sec- i ) :
onds or :lear qualities........ 90.00 13.50 15.00 118.50 157.33 | 18,00
134-inch birch, medium or cut- ! ! i
ting.up (Luahties ............ 57.00 ¢ 8.55 . 1500 ° 80,55 104.07 8.07
2-inch birch, first and seconds i : :
or clear qualities. . .......... 92.00 13.80 15.00 120. §0 161.03 18,37
2-inch birch, medium or cut. : :
ting-up ?ualltles ............. 65,00 9.75 15.00 . 89.75 ; 119.67 - 13.01
2}4-inch birch, first and sec- ; ) :
onds or clear qualities....... 100.00 | 15.00 ' 15.00 : 130.00 ! 173.33 20.00
2)4-inch birch, medium or cut- { i |
ting-up qualities. ........... 80.00 . 12.00 , 15.00 107.00 | 1267 16.01
3-inch dbirch, first and seconds . y ! .
of clear qualities.. ......... i 108,00 . 15.75 . 15.00° 135.75 i 181.00 21.00
3-inch birch, medium or cut. | ! ' : i
tiuﬁ-u ualities. .... cevecne 85.00 - 12.75 15.00 N2.75 | 150. 34 - 17.01
4-inch birch, first and seconds | . : ; ,
or clear qualities............! 120.00  *  18.00: 15.00 ' 153.00' 204,00 2%.00
4-inch birch, medium or cut- : :
ting-up qualitfes......... el 100.00 : 15.00 ' 15.00 - 130. 00 173.33 . 20.00
BIRCH FLOORING ' : ; !
13{s-inch, first grade........... | 71.00 . 10.65 9.00 90. 65 . 120, &7 14.2
33}{e-inch, second grade........ i 61.00 : 0.15 9.00 .15 105.53 1220

Present maple lumber prices, New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Detroit, and Cleve-
land, showing increased cost to wholesale and retail consumer if proposed 15 per
cent ad valorem duly is assessed

— TR
| ! Increased
| Bean | Sostper
. +_price, al-
Fo.b, [13percent o, .o Wholesalo |lowing33yg' feet to
miil price 139 ;f,‘;“’m. freight P'it:;iguty ! percent . g‘;";gg;;
‘ Bross over-: ‘¥ RASO8
; X ead - centad va-
} i lorem duty
MAPLE LUMBER l X |
1-inch maple, fiest and seconds ; : !
or clear qualities. ........... $70.00 $10.50 ]  $15.00 $95.50  $127.33 | $14.00
1-inch maple, medium or cut- i : |
ting-up qualities............. 43.00 6.45 | 15.00 ; 64.45 85.93 i 8,60
2-inch maple, first and seconds ! i
or clear qualities............ 82.00 1230 | 15.00 100.30 145.73 | 16.40
2-inch maple, mediu or cut- ! ‘
ting-up qualities............. 62.00 9.30 15.00 §6.30 ¢ 15,07 1241
3-inch maple, first aua seconds i '
or clear qualities............ 105. 00 £5.75 ¢ 15.00 135.75 ; 181.00 ' 21,00
3-inch maple, medium or cut- i |
ting-up qualities. ........... 85.00 1295 I 15.00 1275 150.34 . 1%.01
]
MAFPLE FLOORING . ,
13¢e-inch, first grado........... 80.00 1200 l 9.00 101.00 . 134.66 | 16.00
13{¢-inch, second grade........ 63.00 9.45 ‘ 9.00 81.45 108.60 . 1260
i t ’

63310—29—voL 4, scHED 4——12
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ExmiBiT D

AFFIDAVIT
District oF CoLUMBIA, s8:

D. S. Payson, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is a rate specialist
employved by the Traffic Service Corporation, of Washington, D. C., which
corporation specializes in studving, analyvzing, and interpreting railroad freight
rate tariffs, quoting rates, and preparing tabulations of cxisting freight rates
from railroad tariffs that are filed by the railroad companies pursuant to law
with the Interstate Commerce Commission, the said services of studying, analyvz-
ing, and interpreting tariffs, quoting rates, and preparing tabulations being
rendered to anvone desiring same for hire.

That in the prosecution of his duties as rate specialist neither he nor his em«
plover has any interest whatsocver in the purpose for which the said rate and
tariff informaton is to be used.

That he has personallv prepared the rate tabulations which are affixed
hereto and of which this affidavit is a part, and the purpose for which the informa-
tion appearing therein is unknown to him.

That the said tabulations show the rates on lumber in carload lots from and
to the points appearing therein which are effective and currently in use accord-
ing to the published tariffs in the files of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
and which tariffs are also indicated in said tabulations and by encircled reference
marks cach rate shown indicates the particular tariff authority therefor. The
Interstate Commerce Commission number of each tariff is shown opposite the
encircled references at the foot of the rate sheets, each number being connected
with or appearing under the heading of “I. C. C. No.”

That he has personally prepared said tabulations, has checked and verified
of his own personal knowledge each and every rate, and tariff authority therefor,

That for identification purposes said tabulations are marked * Exhibit A,”
consisting of sheet 1, and “ Eshibit B,” consisting of sheets 2, 3, and 4.

Affiant further states that all of the information appearing in said tabula.
tions is true and correct according to his best-knowledge and helief,

D. S. PavsoNn, Afiant.

Subsecribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of June, A. D. 1929.
[sEAL.} Bessir G. DickuauTr, Nolary Public.

My commission expires December 22, 1933.

Rates on lumber (including birch and maple) from typical hardwood lumber producing
points in New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine, northern New York, and Pennsyl-

vania lo New York City and Boston, Mass.

o
' To— : ; To—
From— N ; Boston I From-- . .-Bot;(;n
+New York ' G0 ll NG York | (Mase,)
H + City rate rate

- City rate : rate !

i

!

. N ! o

North Stratford, N. H.... (17) 28 ‘ (18) 1844 i Glenfield, N. Y.. (30) 21 (31) 25
Beecher Falls, Vit 20) 29 , (19 22 !‘ Childwolde, N, I () 21 (31) 3

Jeffersonvilte @) 261 (22) 2084 1| Brandreth, N. Y @ 2y 6h 2
Manchester, V o (23) ig (24 18 | ’I‘u%x-r Lake, N. ¥....0: Lo aky a3
Shitley, Mo onnooermron (26) 33 (23 24 | Sheflield, Pa..-.....2 110 | Gz e
Dallag, Moo mmmmnnoos @ul an Rinzua, Pao. oo | (a2 =34 (33
Thendara, N. ¥......100 (29) 2134 (31) B H Masten, Paoooooooiiiiiil | GO @
' 4
TARIPF REFERENCES (BY L. C. C. NO.)
an 0.T.1. C. C. 134 (2) B. & A. R. 971,
(18) Q. T.1. C. C. 112, {(27) S. R. & R. L. 214,
(19) Me. Cent. 1. C. C. C—4050. () S. R. & R, L. %3,
(20) Me. Cent. I C. C. C-4170, @) N. Y. C. 1447,
@y C. V. 1. C. ¢. A-6237, 30 N, Y. C. 1533,
2 C. V. 1. C. C. A-3431. (31) N. Y. C. 15712,
%) Rut. 5617, (32 P. R, R, (4. 0) L. C. C. 14512,
(21) Rut. 5643. 33) P. R. R, (G.0.) 1. C. C, 14774,
(33 B.& A. R. 1133, (39 8. & N.'Y. 1144,




S —

Freight rales on lumber (including birch and maple) from typical Canadian hardwocd-lumher producing points to typical consuming noints in
the United States—Chicago and eas!

[ Freight rates in cents per 100 pounds)

To- -
[ o | T '__—_’!A R A | . T e
i ] Free lighterage
From-- Chicago Detroit Cleveland Toledo Pittsburgh Cincinnati Philadelphia |- - - -+ - e e
; Boston New York
’ - N I e e G
Rato | Miles, Rate 'Miles! Rato ’Miles Rate iMiles Rate Miles; Rate |Miles! Rate : Miles; Rate |Miles| Rate | Miles
- ——— ——— . ——— — = o —_ - — '___l . - .‘ [ . a . P ‘, —— - | c—
. : . ; ; H
MontLaurler, Quebec...... (1) 42 1,010 (1) 32 © 726 | (1) 3836! 85 : (1) 30 ' 7841 (1) 36k 81| (1) 42 097 | (2) 4.’%! 797 1 (2) 4 493 (2; 3644 705
f‘awyeall‘lg. Q{';"""g;.;;,;' (1) 43 3 i (1) 32 708 Q1) 37%{ 968 1 (1) 374 867 (1) 34 . 8651 (1) 43)1,082! (2) :'sy,i 9] (2 25 486 | (2) 32 657
amp! n, New - ' :

WieK . .o (149 1,291 (1) 39 1,05 (1) 4315 1,070 | (1) 4333 1,073 (1) 40 1,166 | (1) 40 1,258 ! (3) 4034 924 | (3) 3134 801 (3; 38}4‘ 9238
Burks Falls, Ontario. ()34 655, (1) 23 371 | (1) 30b& 447 | (1) 20 429 (1) 3136 53| (1) 34| 642 (5) 36hel 791 | (5) 35 | 726! (5) 3634 699
l!untsvglle. Onm;lo.. M3k 630 ()3 346 | (1) 30%y 422 (1) 20 ' 403 | (1) 3132 5087 (1) 34 817 1 (5) 365 7661 (5) 35 751 5} 3644 64
Foss Mill, Ontario. ....... (1) 3% 736 i (1) 2634 452 (1) 33%! 71 () 32 ..'ﬂol (1)34 : 614] (V37| 725 j (6) 36| 85| (5) 35 696 | (5) 38}§l' 3

. : ! { ]

TARIFF REFERENCES

(1) Canadian Freight Association I. C. C. No. 65. 53) Canadian National Rys. I. C. C. E-101.
(2) Canadian Pacific Ry. I. C, C. E-2288, 5) Grand Trunk Ry. 1, C, C. 3006.
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Freight rates on lumber (including birch and maple) from typical lumber producing points in Wisconsin to lypical consuming points in the United
States—Chicago and east

[Freight rates in cents per 100 pounds)

To—
From— Chicago Detroit Cleveland Toledo Pittsburgh 7 Cincinnati Philadelphia Boston New York
r TR

Rate |Miles| Rate |Miles| Rate |Miles| Rate IMiles Rate EMiles' Rate |Miles| Rote |Miles| Rate |Miles| Rato |Miles

' ] [N S DU S

Rhinelander. W2 | B|@u efwa | oeu| W smlwsy W l 646 | (©) 423 1,156 | (6) 463 137 | (&) 4034] 1,243
Green Bay @123 2010 By a8 | @2y ST B AN oM st | @3 L[ @6 (LB | @@ | 1108
Elcho @B | om0y 5| w3y e8| g 555, B s wae | e0|@a L10]@ 6 L] @ | L
WauSU. ..oooooeeeeene 192 | miwu sl @y os) @me st B84 mlme | m|@a vol@s i@ | L
Ladysmith () 25 | 333 1i(s) 3038 67 | (4) 32 ' 70| (&) 30k 507! (4) Bl 827 (4) 32 | 662! (6) 4235 1132 | (6) 4636 1,391 | (6) 48%g| 1,261
Schofleld..... 2222227 )23 | 30 [1(4) 303y 63| (4) 3035 66| () 3045l 5631 (4) 514 808! (4) 3z | 628 | (6) ar - 1,138 | (6) 45 | 1,357 | (6) 43 | 1,227
Mellen 4) 25 1(4) 32 i 91| (4) 37| 64| (32| 651|(4) Ilg 801! (4) 3B | 716 | (6) 4334 1,226 | (6) 4v3g) 1445 | (6) 45%| 1315
Park Falls. -.ocoeeeeeeee | (025 | 375 0(0) 3035] 650 | (1) 32 | 32| () 0)g; 6V | (4) 3535 857 () 32 | 654 | (6) 4235 1,14 | (6) 4634, 1,413 | (&) 4434] 123
Oconto ® l2}$| 2 0 04 57| &) 2 60 B} e o m @ns s ®w Lo Lm|@a | s
Morinette @129 262800 W5 w6 | ) 2039 10 f, 0 2K sos ) @) 2ms e | @) 6 sm | @30 !08 | @3 {130 @4 | 1,170
White Lake W23 | 36| @ 600 3044 63| (43085 560 W3IY SO W3R 6B {@4 1,135 (6) 45 R RN R

i I
1 Rate across lake is 19 cents,
TARIFF REFERENCES
(4) Boyd’sI. C. C, A-1700. (8) Jones . 2080,

(6) Boyad'sI.C. C. A-1939.

() C.&N.W.Ry, 1. C. C.980.

1.C.C .
(9) Jones 1. C. C, 2123,

9.1
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Rates on lumber (including birch and maple) from typical hardwood lumber shipping pomla in Michigan lo lypical consuming points in lie
Uniled States—Chicago and east

[Freight rates in cents per 100 pounds}

To--
-
Pittsburgh i
[ -
Rate | Miles
R S
Mmooy &
@ 2215 435
33 95
(3 263; 563
@27 5
@ BY 615,
@ 2% 865

, Mg

| rmmge:pm:. '

Boston

Cincinna®i

Rate \hls’ Rate vMiles. Rate I:\lll@S

0
- . l Cm———
(1) 2434 491' @3 ! sss‘ @ 1
21830 3921 (233 | w6 (237 "'8-,-?
G | s @l @ 6¢l 4 5%
@ 2415l 50| @8 N4 @43 |
DU | & |3 @48 iy
@2\ | szl @ 008 966 (DM g
2, @D L6 @43 1,401

(8) Boyd’s I. C. C. A-1700.

From— Chwago Detroit Cleveland Toledo
Rute } Miles{ Rate |Miles| Rate | Miles; Rate | Miles
Cadillac....aeueeeannn..... (1) 20 281 | (1813 28| (1) 22% 3891 (H19 276
Bay City.cneeeemcneann.. @) 18L3 324 D u}, 119 | @) 1933 290 3) 14d4) 177
Iron Mountain............. @) 184 3351 (&) 26 619 | (5) 2% 90| (5) 26 677
udington.e...c.waeen... 3) 20 181 (3)19 27| Q)04 4131 3)19 305
eeeannsvecccanenas] (3) 20 197 1+ (319 256 | DAry 420 Q19 314
Traverse City............. @) 21 B @1 W91 325 470t ) ‘lﬂ}ﬁ 357
Menominee............... ® 12;4‘ 265 i(: oy 50| My 20 ({ g%]} 007
TARIFP REFERENCES
(1) Ann Arbor Rys I.C.C. A-943.
(2) Joues I.C
(3) P. M. R\s l C. (‘ 4726.

4)C.&N

< W.I.C.C. 9800

B |

(6) Boyd’s l (‘ C, A-1939,
(7) Jones 1. C, . 2050.
(8) Rate aC20Ss lake is 19 ceats.

New York
Rato | Miles
41 1,011
12) 35 912
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Exumsir E

Rates on lumber (carloads)
{Rates in cents per 100 pounds]

From—

To— Morinette, Wis. | Fossmill, Ontario | Tupper Lake, N. Y.

——— e e —— ’—-—‘_—___..- e [ i e e

e ' ‘
Rate |Mlles‘Routeli Rate 'MilesiRouw':r Rate ' Miles Routet
' |
m ]
1

]

OSNKOsh, WiS-orsasmressmaneel () 10 fomvee. e g | i ‘ (6) 534 ....... eeeaee
Clinton, Iowa....... (B 19 1emeecinaaenes y (1) 4314 - (2) 5215 ... foerun-e
Dubuque, Iowa... @® 19 e, i (1) 4 ) 528 et e

; 36
(10) 381 923 (1) 5(9) 41lg 1(3) 31y 833 (9

Washington, D. C ;
(10) 33:1039 ® (9) 42/3 ss&{ @ )30 &9 ()

Richmond, Va....

] Reamnably short workable routes.
21C. & N. ., Merominee, Mich., Ann Arbor (ferry across Lake Michigan), Aan Arbor R. R,, Toledo,

Ohio, W. &L F Ry., Orville, Ohio.-P R. R, Pittsburgh, Pn &0 R. R. to Washington.

? Same as route  to Washington D.C., thence via R. F. & P. R. R. to Richmond.

4 Canadiun National system, Hamilton, Ontario, T. H. & B Weliand, ()ntano. Michigan Central
R. R., Buffalo, N. Y., P. R. R. to Washington.

$ Same as routo $ to Washington, . C., thenco via R. F. & P. R. R.

GN Y.C. R. R, Utica, N. Y, N. Y. '0. & W. Ry., Sidney, N. Y., D & H. Co., Wilkes-Barre, Ps.,
P.R.R.to \\a:h[ngm

7 Samo as route § to Washington, thence via R. F. & P. R. R.

TARIFF AUTHORITV FOR RATES
{1) Q. C. Ransom's I. (. C. 65. .

12) Sixth class per Curlett's I. C. C. A-149.

3) N.Y.C.L C. C. 15705.

(4) Sixth class por N. Y. C.I.C. C. 15%7.

(5) Interstate par C. & N. w IL.C.C. 9360 and Intrastate traflic if no lower rate on file with Wisconsin
State commission.

(6) Made 4t cents sixth class to Milwaukee per Curlett's I, C. C. A-149 plus 9 cents commodity rate
bevond pe- € & N, W. L. (. C. 9360,

(7) Made 37 cents commo-my rate to Milwaukee per (3. C. Ransom’s I. C. C. 65, pms 9 cents beyond
per C. & N. W. 1. C. C. 0850, reduced per Jones's combiuation Rule I. €. C. U, 8. No.

® F B Bosd«l C. °, A-1667 commodity rate.

9 G.T.I.,C.C. l-.-79mmmoditv rate.

10} B. T. Joness I. C. C, 2123,

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR DISTANCES

C.&N.W.I.C.C.9301. Can. Nat. [. C, C. E-I),

Ann Arbor I, €, C, A-766. T.H. & B.1.C. C. 325.

W.&L.E. Jones‘sl (‘ . 1332, Mich. (‘ent 1. C.C. 519,

P.R. R, (wes!;[ C. F=2210. N.Y.C. (east) I. (‘ C.N. Y. C, 1333
P. R, R. (east) 1 C (}04010 N. Y.O & W. L C.C.0861,

B. &0 (east) I. C. T C. 21 1014, D. & H.1.C, C. 1331
R.F.&P.L.C.C. 1489,

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF E. R. PLUNKETT

Mr. PLuxkerr. Mr. Bennet has said that the figures I gave you
in connection vith export and import were rather misleading. 1 did
compare the virzin maple exports of Canada with this country with
our total hardwood production and I also mentioned the relative hirch
and maple that we shipped back. My figures were 12,000,000 feet,
but whether 8 or 12 has not much bearing. You know that hardwoods
competeone with the other. The automobile business I think has been
the outstanding example of the ablhtv of the modern manufacturer to
adapt his necas to the particular wood which happens to be cheaper at
that particular time.
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When birch and maple rise in price they turn to elm; when the
use of elm brings it above birch and maple he turns to gum. And
while the woods are not identical, while their value is not identically
the same, the matter of price is the controlling factor in their use in
volume of production and one wood does compete with another.
When you put a duty on birch and maple it should go on all the
hardwoods. There is no birch produced in Canada, but if you

ut a duty on birch and maple you put a duty on Canadian
umber and I do not think it is looking too far ahead to say if they
put a duty on all of their hardwood production they are going to turn
to the use of that for themselves and by that same token shut out
the lumber that we are now shipping in there, whether it is oak or
gum or what not. But if it goes to make furniture or automobile
bodies it is hardwood. So far as the lumber industry goes, it is birch.

Just one other thing. I do not know that it is necessary to state
it again. This matter of freight rates. The United States does not
have an advantage.

Senator Couvzexs. That is all in the record.

Mr. PLuNkeTT. Mr. Bennet has stated there is a 25 per cent

disadvantage—— L . )
Senator Couzens. But it is all in the record, is it not?

Mr. PLeNKETT. Yes, sir.

BRIEF OF THE CHARLES W. LEECH LUMBER CO., DETROIT, MICH.,
AND OTHERS

This brief is filed in opposition to the proposal made to the Ways and Means
Commniittee that a tariff be imposed on imports of birch and maple lumber and
flooring from Canada. The proposed tariff is asked by Mr. W. S. Bennet on
bhehalf of the Northern Hemlock and Hardwood Manufacturers Asscciation of
Oshkosh, Wis.; Charles A. Goodinan, Marinette, Wis., representing the Maple
Flooring Manufacturers Association; and E. J. Jones, of Bradford, Pa., represent-
ing the Emporium Forestry Co. The proposal is an ar counding one when the
facts concerning the remaining stand of hardwood timber, the production, im-
ports, exports, and costs of production in the United States are considered. Even
more surprising is the complete absence from the statements filed in support of
a tariff of any facts to justify the tariff and the complete ignoring of the funda-
mental facts of our forest problem. We snall present these facts briefly below
together with a short and direct answer to those portions of the testimony offered
by the tariff proponents which appear to be material to the question at issue.

THE HARDWOOD FOREST SITUATION

According to an official statement of the United States Forest Service there
were in this country in 1920 about 90,700,000,000 fcet of standing beech, birch,
and maple forest usable for saw timber. (Source: Statistical Bulletin No. 21,
U. 8. Department of Agriculture, p. 9.) According to this same authority there
were about 36.000,000,000 fect of hirch, heech, and maple saw timber in the
three States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan (p. 9). The United States
Census Bureau reports that since 1920 nearly 5,500,000,000 feet of birch, beech,
and maple (or 15 per cent of the total supply) have been cut in these three States.
The fact that it takes from 100 to 250 years to grow trees of these species suitable
for the uses to which they are now being put obviously makes this tremendous
drainage on our hardwood forests a serious problem.

Canada has a stand of birch, beech, and raaple totaling 20,000,000,000 feet as
compared with the 90,000,000,000 of the United States. By no means all of the
Canadian forest is suitable for saw timber and even less is commercially available,
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PRODUCTION OF BIRCH AND MAPLE LUMBER IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA

The production of hirch and maple lumber in the United States averages about
1,300,000,000 feet annually, according to the Bureau of the Census; the census
data for the past three years is as follows:

Year Birech | Maple . Total
1,000 feet 1,00 feet * 1,000 feet
1023 e iiecccnraacccccracosescscacccccccnacenrsncranannssraccmracsran 412,22 921, 56 1,333,795
B, e ieieenccmccnacreanccssccencaccessanasennaicncansseasnnannn 365, 159 820,020 . 1,194,179
JO2T e ceeeetcicectcsnceccescenreasacreccsonanacanonenaoen 326, 788 774,000 1, 100, 783
ATOIA. cceeicrccecneacnascncasecarorcnsacsannasensnasanuann 368,059 © 841,529 1,201,588

Source: U. S, Departiaent of Commerne, Bureau of Census reports.

The production of birch and maple lumber in Cauada averages about
150,000,000 feet annually; the official Canadian figures for the past three years
are as follows:

{ : 1
Year ! DBirch  Maple s Total
Cngnfret 1000 feet ' 1,000 feet
0 e iriaeeceacacecccacacacscccnsacacreasarctacnrarencsasvonsnnnan . 89, 468 | 40, 824 | 139,292
; o, 575 40,199 | M5,774
95,051 55, 108 ° 150, 159
90, 355 51,377 . 141,742

Sourew: Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Census of Industry, Luinber Industry.

The official figures therefore show that the production of birch and maple
Tumber is about nine times as great in the United States as it is in Canada.
‘ ﬁ urther light on the situation is given by consideration of export and import
rade:

Feet
Total United States exports of hardwood lumber, 1927__________. 407, 356, 000
United States exports of hardwood to Canada, 1927__.__________ 108, 578, 000

(Source: U. 8. Department of Commerce; Commerce and Navigation of the
United States, 1927.)

These official data show that we export annually more than twice as mnuch
hardweood lumber as Canada produces; we actually export to Canada an amount
onc-half as great as its production and supply Canada with more than one-third
of its consumption requirements. As a matter of fact, next to the United King-
dom Canada 1s our best customer both for hardwood lumber and for hardwood
flooring. Canada, in return for the 10 million feet of hardwood shipped to her
from the United States, sent to us 55,840,000 feet ot hardwoods (including flooring)
in 1928. (Source: Report of the Department of Commerce.) Our domestic
production of hardwoods in 1927 was 6,628,163,000 feet, so imports were less than
1 per cent of domestic production.

To summarize the above information; we are cutting our Lake States hardwoods
many times faster than they can and are being replaced by growth; Canada has
a very limited supply of hardwoods and buys from us cach year an amount equal
to one-half of its entire production. It exports to the United States annually a
small quantity of birch and maple lumber and flooring. Consideration of these
facts lcad clearly to the conclusion that present nominal imports from Canada
constitute no problem for this :ountry; the quite obvious fact is that unfortu-
nately the supply in Canada is so litnited that we can not hope to supplement our
needs from Canadian sources.

HARDWOOD FLOORING

As regards the question of hardwood flooring, Mr. Bennet states in his brief
that our domestic production is about 750,000,000 feet. Accurate figures are
not available but this figure is likely 200,000,000 feet too low. But the true nature
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of the complaint of the domestic manufacturers is evident when either of these
figures is compared with the imports from Canada, stated officially by the Depart-
ment of Commerce to total in 1928 only 2,925,000 feet, or about one-third of 1
er cent of the domestic production of flooring, and further when the same author-
itative source shows that we actually export to Canada nearly twice as much
bhardwood flooring as Canada exports to us. It must be apparent that this
particular phase of the tariff problem deserves no further consideration.

ANSWER TO STATEMENTS OF W. 8. BENNET

The first statement made by Mr. Bennet is that ““lower wage seales which
reflect the presence of oriental labor” exist in Canada. The reference to the
employment of oriental labor is a dircet and deliberate misstatement, of fact.
For one who pretends to be familiar with Canadian conditions and is certainly
close enough at hand to be properly informed, it betrays, to say the least, an
utter lack of desire to present the facts. There is no oriental labor in Quechee
anddOntgrio, where from 95 to 100 per cent of all the hardwoods in Canada are
produced.

As regards wage scales prevailing in Wisconsin-Michigan and Ontario there
follows a table showing wages paid last vear by representative Caunadian hard-
wood lumber operators as compared with wages quoted by Mr. Bennet in his
testimony beforc the Ways and Means Committee.

Comparison of wages, January, 1929, in Wisconsin and Onlario hardwood lumber

operalions
! Wiscon. Ontario ? I Wiseon- 'm tario?
: sint . : [ sin? !
i ) )
SAWMILL ' ’ WOoons
Sawyer,band.. oo ioeooan... $7.69 $9.00  Teamstors..ceeeeceenmeeeanan. $45.64,  §:0.00
Setter, band.... 462 517  Sawyer..... .. 4318 45.00
Carrlage rider. . 4.00 4.17 ' Swampers.. ey 37.20 45. 00
Edger man._.... 4.56 483 Roadmen........ PR 3%. /7 45.00
Trimmer levers... 3.97 . 4.50 Canthook men-............. i 4047 aeeees e
Trimmer handler. 3.49 375 Hook men. . .e.oeaeen.nn.... 47.08 5. 00
'Il:nil ;:.u 'cr.&l..-. g;i i 4.50 ! Toploaders. . ..o.cvaecuanenn. 60,62 ! 50. 00
umber handlers. 35 S ;
Lumber pilers.. .. 383! 4.08 .
Car unlonders. ... 3.55 e, {
Mechiue runner.. 3.75, 6.17 |
Lumber loader. .. 3.2 3.42 1
Common lahor. .. 3.10 3.08 . !
o i

! From p. §437, hearings beforc Ways and Means Committee; original saurce not given. X

2 Sworn statements of three representative Canadian companies: A, Clarke, Howe, Waters & Kuight,
8mario. Canada; B. John 8. L. McRae, Airy, Ontario; C. Bethune Fulp & Lumber Co., HHuatsville,

ntario.

It is significant that Mr. Bennet does not compare the wage levels of Canada
with those in this country but seeks only to leave the impression that, as a result
of Canadian competition wages have declined in the United States since 1920,
It may perhaps be pertinent to add that wages have also declined substantially
in Canadian lumber mills since 1920, as they have declined in most industries
and most countries of the world from the high peak reached after the post-war
boom. This decline quite obviously has nothing to do with the tariff.

Mr. Bennet also alleges that a tariff is necessary because Canadians benefif
from lower freight rates than do Americans. To take a charitable view, we shall
assume that Mr. Bennet does not mcan that Canadian freight rates are lower
than American rates—which is not true and is current knowledge in the hardwood
territory of Wisconsin and Michigan—but merely that the distances to the con-
suming markets are sometimes less for the Canadian manufacturers than they
are for the Americans, It is an undisputed and well-known fact that the freight
rate per mile for lumber haul over Canadian roads into the United States is ap~
proximately 20 per cent higher on the average than it is for the shipper in the
United States. Undoubtedly a few Canadian mills located at the horder are
closer to the consuming markets of Detroit, Cleveland, and Buffalo than
American hardwood mills of the interior of Wisconsin and Michigan, but the vast
majority of American mills producing birch lumber and flooring have a distinct

e
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advantage over all Canadian mills hoth in the freight rate per mile and the distance
hauled to the consuming markets of this country.

Much is macde by Mr. Bennet of the allegation that the Canadian manufacturer
can huy standing timber from the Government of Canada and thereby save
substantial amounts in land taxes and the interest on Leavy investments in land
and standing timber. This is untrue. The purchaser of timber on Crown lands
in Canada must, first of all, pay for his standing timber a price equal to or higher
than practically any timber sold in Michigan and Wisconsin.  In addition he
must pay a minimum echarge of $2.50 per thousand extra on all the hardwood
when it is eut as “Crown land dues” and annual charges of £6.30 per square
mile for fire ranging and £5 per square mile for ground rent, plus Dominion and
loeal income and business taxes (whether ealled by that or some other naine),
grctquitc heavy in Canada and fully as great if not greater than in the United
States.

Mr. Bennet also alleges that common labor in Wiscousin now reccivés reduced
pay die to Canadian competition and to support this statement produces a
table comparing January, 1920, wages with those of January, 1924, 1925, 1926,
1927, 1928, and 1929. Attention may first be called to the use of the year 1920
as a basis of comparison with present wages. That vear was obviously abnormal;
the Department of Labor officially states that the highest wages on record
throughout all indsustries were paid during 1920. And for tariff purposes it
would scem far more proper to eompare wages for the last vear the fariff was
effective (1013) with the present day. In such ecase, the Department of Labor
shows that present wages are nearly twice as high.  If Mr. Bennet’s logie is to he
aceepted it may reasonably be argued that lack of a tarilf has nearly doubled
the wages of common labor in the lumber industry in Wisconsin, The fact is,
of course, that hoth comparisons are thoroughly unsound and need not he
disciuisseed further.

Mi. Bennet states that imports of bireh into the United States from Canada
amount to 70,000,000 or 75,000,000 feet annually.  There is absolutely no founda-
tion for these fignres and there is authoritative evidence that they are incorrect

Feet
Total imports hardwoods (all species) into United States....._. 55, 518, 000
United States exports of hardwoods to Canada, 1928 _ __________ 132, 795, 000

United States exports of birch, beech, and maple to Canada, 1928. 12, 479, 000
(Source: United States Department of Cominerce.)

Again official data show that Mr. Bennet's figures are absolutely incorrect.
Total hardwood imports are only about two-thirds as great as the amount of
birch he incorrectly alleges is imported. A further interesting fact is that our
exports of hardwood to Canada are 251} per cent as great as our imports and we
sell her 12,000,000 feet of birch, beech, and maple, over 20 per cent as much
as the total hardwoods we huy from her.

Mr. Bennet further alleges that due to imports of Canadian birch American
manufacturers are sustaining huge losses annually and that one company in
which he is an officer, the Edward Hines Hardwood & Hemlock Co., lost $531,-
812.99 in 1927, presumably due to Canadian competition. He also states that
because of the imports from Canada domestic produetion of birch has declined
from 365,000,000 in 1926 to 327,000,000 feet in 1927. These statements appear
in their true light when subjected to a little closer examination. The total
value of all hardwood imports from Canada in 1927 was $3,728,000, of which
possibly two-thirds was birch; value figures for 1928 are not available, but based
on the total guantity imports were approximately $3,000,000, of which less than
$2,000,000 was birch. (Canadian figures show bhirch exports for 1928 to the
United States as $1,613,488.) Mr. Bennet’s statemcnt in substance, therefore,
is that by reason of competition one lumber company, with an annual produe-
tion certainly not in excess of 5 per cent of the total for the country lost an
amount of money equal to 28 per cent of the total value of the imports. This
imaginative use of figures speaks for itself.

As regards the decline in the total quantity of hirch lumber produced in the
United States, the reasons may be found by examining the state of the birch
forests of *his country and their rapid depletion far more easily than by spcak-
ing of competition from imports. In the short period of eight years 5,500,000,000
feet (15 per cent of the remaining stand) of birch and maple of the Lake States
has been cut. This tremendous production has been going on for many decades;
the stand, quality, and usefulness of the remaining birch forests has fallen to
the point where birch of the type and quality needed by American industry is
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no longer available in sufficient quantities in the United States. Presumably
what Mr. Bennet is asking is a substaatial taviff which wilt keep out Canadian
woods and stimulate production in Wisconsin even more rapidly than the ruin-
ous rate at which those forests are now being cut. The unfortunate part of it
is not that we are importing from Canada each year a small quantity of birch
lumber to supplement our own depleted forests, but that the total amount avail-
able in Canada is so small and is also being depleted at so rapid a rate that we
ean uot hope for greater imports from that source.

REPLY TO STATEMENTS OF CHARLES A. GOODMAN

The evidence submitted by Mr. Goodman resolves itself into a lengthy state-
ment purporting to show that the hardwood flooring industry is suffering from
varied and sundry ailments, which the industry physiciars propose to eure with
a generous dose of that well known cure-all, the tariff.  While recognizing the
ailments they have not inquired into the cause, but it is tleir intention to make
the ill fit the cure. An examination of the present condition of the domestic
Qooring industry elearly shows that the factors responsible for the alleged lack of
mosperity have no relation to tariff treatment,

The fundamental purpose of a protective tariff is to protect American manu-
facturers of an article of commerce from unfair competition from forcign producers
of a like commodity, and where the costs of production are lower in the prineipal
competing country to equalize these costs by the imposition of a duty. Mr.
Goodman has not presented a single supported fact to show that the competition
from imported hardwaood flooring is ‘‘ unfair competition,” or that domestic produe-
tion costs are higher than similar costs in the prineipal competing country, Canada.

Mr. Goadman stated that the hardwood flooring manufacturers “are now and
have heen for the past several years operating gcncrull{ at a loss,” and that
“contributing to this situation are several factors over which the manufacturers
themselves have no control.  Among these are inereasing cost of manufacturing,
increasing freight rates on the finished product, and the inroads of substitutes
for wood flooring such as linoleum and tiling and other articles, all of which are
protected by duties of from 20 to 60 per cent.” It is difficult to understand how
a duty on hardwood flooring could have the slightest effect in reducing costs of
production on freight rates, or removing the competition from substitute materials;
on the other hand it is obvious that a duty would raisc prices thereby insuring a
still greater market for substitute materials.

Mr. Goodman stetes that *“one of the chief factors in the distressing condition
of our hardwood flooring producers at the present time is the fact that an amount
equal to about 10 per cent of our northern production comes each year into our
eastern and northwestern States from Canada.” An analysis of the true facts
shows this statement to be a gross cxaggeration. We shall assume that Mr.
Goodman’s estimates of hardwood flooring production are correct.

Mr. Goodman states:

K

Feet
‘Total hardwood flooring production of United States. . . _________ 750, 000, 000
Capacity beech, birch and maple mills, northern United States.. 300, 000, 000
Average annual produetion. . _ ... ___... P 185, 000, 000
The United States Department of Commerce reports:
Total imports hardwoond flooring from all countries, 1927 _..______ 3, 460, 000
Total imports hardwood flooring from all countries, 1928_._______ 2, 925, 000

(Souree: U. 8. Department of Commerce.)

Comparing these figures with the production data submitted by Mr. Goodman

] we find that the imports amount to four-tenths of 1 per cent of the United States

production, 1 per cent of the annual eapacity in northern United States, and 2

per cent of the reecent annual production in northern United States. It is

t]xlpplarcnt from this data that Mr. Goodinan’s estimate is at least five times too
igh.

Mr. Goodman was asked the value of imports of hardwood flooring from
Canada to which le replied, ¢ We estimate that from twelve to fifteen million feet
is brought over each vear. The value of that at the Canadian mills would be
about $1,000,000.”” The fact that Mr. Goodman gave his own estimate of these
imports rather than using the official figures compiled by the United Statee
Department of Commerce is readily accounted for. The official figurcs show:

t??:ggil gigéports of hardwood flooring 1927 (all sources), 3,460,000 feet, valued
at $231,928.

[ e
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Total imports of hardwood flooring, 1928, 2,925,000 feet, valued at $170,856,

Again Mr. Goodman'’s estimates are five times greater than actual official data.
It is true that Mr, Goodman statcd that the official figures are inaccurate and
supported his statement with testimony adduced at a ‘““dumping’ heariug on
October 15, 1925. The United Statea Treasury Department and Commerce
department are specificaliy charged wit'h the responsibility of kecping accurate
records of the importation of all com:nodities into the United States. These
departments are probably fully cognizant of the fact that these data are required
by Congress in framing tarilf and other laws and recalize that incorrect data might
be extremely harmful to American industry. It is reasonable to assume that
they take every means to insurc the accuracy of the figures compiled. The
official instructions as to the proper handling of import entries are given below:

‘“When entrics are presented collectors of customs will compare them with the
accompanying invoices to see that the commodity descriptions are in the descrip-
tive terms of this schedule and that the quantities and values are correctly stated.
When entries are found to be inaccurate or incomplete, either in the description
of articles or in omitting to state proper quantities or values, or containing any
error apparent on the face of the entry, the correction thereof will be required
before the entry is accepted.”

The statement that large quantities of flooring are being imported and improp-
erly classified is merely an effort to evade the facts.

As to Mr. Goodimnan’s complaint about dumping, we believe the following state-
ments made by him are especially significant, * After investigation the Treasury
Department held a hearing in October, 1925, but no relief was given. Later,
request was renewed by manufacturers for action under section 1700 of the tariff
act of 1922, but no protection was afforded.”” This is ample proof that the con-
dition complained of did not exist. The legal remedy now existing is full and
adequate; very properly., however, it can he worked only when the faets justify
it. In the case of hardwood flooring the Treasury Department found that these
facts did not exist.

As to the exports of hardwood flooring from the United States to Canada Mr.
Goodman made the following statement in his brief: ** Practically no maple,
beech, or birch flooring is exported to Canada. In 1922 exports to Canada were
approximately onc-seventh of 1 per cent of United States production, and six
vears later, in 1928, do not appear to he one-fifteenth of 1 per cent.” The truth
of the matter is chat there has been a gradual increase in the exports of hardwood
flooring within the past several years, with the result that at the present time we
are exporting over five times as much hardwood flooring as we are importing, the
exports to Canada alone being over twice as much as the imports from that
country. The following table compiled from the official statisties of the United
States Department of Commerce show the total exports of hardwood flooring to
all countries and the exports to Canada alone:

Ezports of hardwood flooring from the United Slales

. I
Toall countries | To Canada

* Thou- . Thou- v
'sandfeet VOO randfeet| Value

S48 $430,834 1.988 $157, 022
6,703 521,300 1,876 118,432
AT 492,424 2,861 171,251
132 484, 250 3,170 153, 512
11,247 709, K34 4,302 24,710
15,300 035,804 © 7,247 383,027

Source: Commerce and Navigation, U. S. Department of Commerce.

These data are pertinent in that they show that Ametrican flooring manufac-
turers are competing far more successfully in the Canadian market than the Cana-
dian producers are competing in the United States market. If the American
manufacturers are able to sell their products in Canada in face of all the aileged
advantages enjoyed by Canadian manufacturers they certainly are in a position
to compete with Canada in the United States market.

Mr. Goodman cites a number of figures to show the annual capacity of northern
flooring plants, the present rate of production, manufacturing costs and average
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prices for the purpose of showing that the present capacity of these mills is almost
twice the actual production, that manufacturing costs have increased, that aver-
age selling prices have declined, and that ‘‘some mills were compelled to greatly
reduce output due to production exceeding demand.” Notwithstanding the fact
that production exceerls the demand, the plea is made that still greater production
is required to alleviate the alleged unprofitable condition in which the flooring
industry now is said to find itself. Overproduction in any industry is bound to
result in reduced profits. This is exactly the sitnation in the hardwood flooring
industry and the condition is undoubtedly recognized by the proponents of a
tariff for they have stated that what they need is “more business and not higher
prices.”” This can not he accomplished by means of a tariff. As very ably stated
by Hon. Willis C. Hawley, chairman ‘Ways and Means Committee of the House
of Representatives, in a recent address, the disposition of surpluses resulting from
overproduction should be effected by legislation independent of the tariff. Mr.
Hawley’s statement is as follows:

“ Neither does the protective tariff propose to deal with conditions in the mar-
kets of this country when the question at issue does not arise from unfair com-
petition from abroad. All industries at times find that their production exceeds
the domestic demand, and a market must be found for them elsewhere. But
such sales do not come within the purview or the scope of operation of a protective
tariff. When surpluses occur, as is now the case of agriculture, and some pro-
vision for their disposal becomes necessary to relieve a basic industry, that, in
my judgment, should be effccted by legislation independent of the tariff.”

If a tariff could prevent the importation of hardwood flooring entirely, the
present eendition of the domestic flooring industry would not he improved even
in the slightest degree, for as we have pointed out ahove the imports represent
approximately four-tenths of 1 per cent of the present domestic production.
The increased production desired by the tariff proponents can therefore not he
accomplished by placing a duty on hardwood flooving. The means for accom-
plishing more profitable cperation of flooring mills must come from within the
industry itsclf, a tariflf will not Lelp the industry and mnay do it considerable harm,

In the brief filed by Mr. Goodman the statement is made that ** Flooring mill
and incidental labor costs in Canada average lower than in the United States,
and eflicieney being equal, the Conadian manufacturer has a considerable advan-
tage in the cost of finished hardwood flooring.” It is well known that in the
lumber industry costs of production are practically the same on either side of
the international line. Mr Goodman probably knows this also, for in his orai
testimony he said “about 75 to 80 per cent of the cost of the finished product
thardwood flooring) is labor,” and upon being asked what is the difference in the
wages paid in the hardwood-flooring industry in the Unitcd States and Canada,
he replied, “* I have no figures on that, but I assume the wages are about the same.
I presume there is not much difference hetween one country and the other.”
As a matter of fact comparison of prevailing wages in the hardwood-flooring
industry in the United States and Canada shows them to be higher in the Jatter
than in the former. The statement is also made thut Canadian manufacturers
pay extremely low prices to the Government for timber and have no taxes, insur-
ance or investment overhead in standing timber. As stated above the present
price of standing timber in Canada is equal to or higher than similar timber in
the States of Wisconsin and Michigan, that there is & charge of $2.50 per thousand
on the timber as it is cut from the Guvernment lands known as “Crown land
dues,” and that additional eharges are made from ground rentals and fir protec-
tion and ranging, plus the usual Dominion and loecal taxes. The statement that
Canadian manufacturers have a cost advantage is clearly entirely without
foundation.

The faets in regard to the New England situation are these. The States of
Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont have fairly large quantities of hardwoods,
a large portion of which has not heen worked. Mr Goodtnan’s brief makes the
statement that lumbering aperations have not been carrvied on in these stands
due to the competition from Canada. [n fact the failure to cut this timber is
due almost entircly to its inaceessability which make the cost of production
prohibitive as compared with similar operations in neighboring States in the
United States.  The real competition has come from domestic sources and not
from Canada.

We carnestly recommend to your careful perusal the eminently fair statement
of the theory and purpose of a protective taritf made by Hon. Willis C. Hawley.
chaiman of the House Ways and AMeans Commiittee, that ¢ The protective tariff
policy is intended to protect the American producer of commaditics of all Kinds,
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and all tke persons interested in such production, from unfair competition from
abroad,” and that ‘“‘a rate of duty expresses the difference between costs at
home and abroad for that material part of the total production with which
foreign competition is most effective and in which management is fairly efficient.”
We respectfully ask that this theory be applied in this case. It can ouly lead
to one conclusion and that there is no reason for any change in the present tariff
treatment of hardwood flooring. There is no unfair competition from abroad
and no duty is required to equalize costs of production,

ANSWER TO STATEMENTS OF E. J. JONES

The testimony of E. J. Jones, representing the Emporium Forestry Co.,
Bradford, I’a., appears on pages 8460 to 81064, inclusive, of Document No. 40,
hearings hefore the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives,
February 23, 1929.

Mr. Jones lays particular stress throughout his oral testimony and his brief
upon the fact that Canada assesses a duty upon imported hardwood flooring.
He assigus this as one of his reasons for imposing a similar duty in the United
States. Upon being asked whether he would be willing to withdraw his recuest
for a duty in the United States if Canada should withdraw her duty, he replicd
that he would not, that he would still want the duty in thiscountry. Itisapparent
that his sole interest is that a 25 per cent duty be levied in the United States,
irrespective of any action which might be taken in Canada.

Mr. Jones also claims that by reason of the Canadian duty the Canadian
market is closed to the Anierican flooring manufacturers, but in his zeal to
obtain a teriff ke has wandered away from the facts. According to figures
compiled L the United States Department of Commerce exports of hardwood
flooring from the United States to Canada have been registering increases every
year since 1923. During this period Canada’s annual purchases of American
flooring have increased fromn 1,988,000 feet, valued at $157,022, to 7,427,000 feet,
with a value of $353,027. During 1928 the sales of American hardwood tlooring
to Canada were over two and one-half times as great as the United States imports
of hardwood tlooring from all sources. These data depict rather effectively the
true competitive conditions on both sides of the Canadian line. Notwithstanding
the alleged advantages enjoved by Canadian manufacturers, the American mills
arc having more than twice as much success in the Canadian market than the
Canadian producers are having in the American market. This is especially
significant in view of the fact that the Canadian consumption of hardwood
flooring is considerably less than the consumption in the United States.

Much has been said by tariff proponents of the alleged advantage enjoyved by
the Canadian manufacturers by reason of the proximity of certain of these
manufacturers to the New England market. At the outset of his testimony
Mr. Jones made it clear that he was merely representing the company of which
he is an officer. It is therefore rather difficult to understand why he too assigned
the proximity of certain Canadian mills to the New England market as a reason
for tariff, since he states that as far as his company is concerned the freight rate
from its mills is practically the same as the rate from the Canadian mills. But
notwithstanding that his mills have no disadvantage in freight rates over Cana-
dian mills, he does not hesitate to ask for a tariff mercly because certain other
domestic mills are farther removed from certain consuming centers. Not only
does he admit that he has no cause of complaint as to freight rates as far as his
mills are concerned, but he also states in his brief that “there is little or no dif-
ference in freight rate from many of the mills (as compared with Canadian
mills) to the New England trade.”

Attention is invited to Mr. Jones' statement that his company is paying its
woodsmen from $3.50 to $4 per day and found. While it is possible that some
of the woodsmen do receive this wage, it appears that this rate is counsiderably
higher than the usual rate paid by other Amecrican operators, as shown in the
table presented to the House Ways and Means Committee by Mr. Bennet., 1t
is improbable that Mr. Bennet would have submitted a table of wages lower than
that paid by the American mills, and it is equally improbable that there could be
such a discrepancy between the average American woodsmen's wages and the
wage paid by My, Jones company.

Mr. Jones indulges in tany gencralities in dealing with the alleged lower
stumpage cost, tax rates, and interest on overhead in Canada as compared with
similar operations in the United States but does not cite a single figure to support
his contentivns. It is interesting tu note that Mr. Jones is of the opinion that
if there is any difference in custs between the United States and Canada it is
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confined to the cost of raw material, and not to mill costs of manufacturing, as
he made the following statement in his testimony, ‘I believe in the principle of
protective tariff that is justified by the difference between the cost of producing
it abroad and here, the labor cost in Canada—not the mill costs of manufac-
turing flooring, but the labor costs of bringing in the material to the mill.”  As
we have heretofore pointed out the wages paid in the woeds in Canada average
higher than they do in the United States. In view of the fact that Mr. Jones
admits that the mill costs of manufacturing flooring are the same, and the Inbor
costs are higher in Canwda than they are in the United States, it is apparcent that
there is no difference in costs of production to be equalized by a tariff.

Not being content with the groundless statement that the Canadians have a
monopoly in their own market by reason of the duty assessed on imported
flooring Mr. Jones goes further and alleges that the Canadian manufacturers
have a nonopoly, “‘not only to their own market but practieally for the American
market as well” and ‘‘there is a monopoly created in the United States for
their flooring.” We are unable to comprehend how shipments of Canadian
flooring totaling four-tenths of 1 per cent of the American production of flooring
constitute a monopoly.

Mr. Jones discusses the question of scleetive cutting and states that he is
interested in forest conservation. Flooring is produced from the lower grades
of hardwood and the question of selective cuntting of logs does not enter into the
question at all, as none of the upper grades, or middle grades of hardwoeod are
used to any extent in flooring, with the result that his statements as to the pro.
duction of long and short lengths is without foundation in fact. He also mukes
the statement that while they are denuding their forests we are penalizerd hecause
of our conservation attitude on the (uestion of cutting down cur forests,” hut
he failed to make clear hiow he can reconcile prohibition of imports with conserva-
tion of American timber. While it is admitted that due to the insigniticant
amount of hardwood flooring imported annnally, the imports have had no
appreciable effect on the conservation of timber in the United States, it must be
borne in mind that a prohibition of imports and forest devastation through
overproduction are contrary to the policy of “orest. conservation. The alleged
conservation tirough the utilization of short lengths is more than offset by the
distress lumber which reaches the market by reason of overproduction. Ruth-
less cutting of timber in an endeavor to cut down manufacturing costs without
regard to full utilization is always associated with periods of ~verproduction. It
is this overproduction which has resulted in the failure of ccrtain mills to operate
profitably, and not the infinitesimal imports of Canadian floorings, which as we
have heretofore pointed out represent approximately four-tenths of 1 per cent
of the domestic production.

CONCLUSION

Public statements of Congressnien, Senators, and the President which have
appeared during the past six months have frequently stated the tariit policy '
which should determine whether or not a change in the present tariff of a com-
modity should he made. Invariably the esscnee of their statements has heen
the equalization of foreign and domestic costs. In the case of the hardwood
lumber and flooring all facts point to similar costs in Canada and the United
States. Undoubtedly eonditions vary elightly between different loealities in the
United States and Canada, but by and large there are no facts available which
can account for any material cost differences. On the basis of the fundamental
poliey underlyving our tariff act there is, therefore, no reason to justify a tariff on
hardwood lumber and flooring.

Considcration of other factors, morcover, makes the appeal for a tariff utterly
ridiculous. Our hardwood forests are now heing depleted far more rapidly than
is desirable, a state of farts which may well be of grave coneern in a national way,
But to propose under such conditions a taritf against the products of a country
itself notably deficient in hardwoods, scales the heighth of folly.  As a national
problem Congress might well rather consider the paying of a bounty to encourage
the importation of hardwoods into this coantry.

Respectfully yours.

Cuannes W. LeecH Lusmser Co.,
Per Benrr Hassa,
Evwann Vesrar, President,
Vestal Lumber & Manufacturing Co., Knoxville, Tenn. .
L. R. PLuxskeTT, President,
Plunkot-Webster Lumber Co., Nev Roclelle, N, Y.
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Inenam Lomser Co.,
Kansas City, Mo., May 18, 1929.

Epnam LuuBer Co.
Minnesola Transfer.
St. Paul, Minn,

GrNTLEMEN: The undersigned lumber dealers of Tulsa, Okla., hereby authorize
you to put their names on your list of dealers opposed to the enactment of import
duties on lumber and shingles.

Ingham Lumber Co.; Tulsa Lumbher Co., M. John, secretary; Wade
Tolcott Lumnber Co., by R. F. Wade, secretary; Trece-Fell Lum-
ber Co., by R. E. E. Trece, vice president; O. K. Lumber Co.,
by H. L. Montgomery; Service Lumber Co., by C. R. Montgom-
ery; C. T. Sturnn Lumber Co., by C. L. Watson; Tulsa Rig, Reel
& Mfg. Co.; T. E. Montgomery Lumber. Co., Roy Lindby, E,

S. Kirby.

Inenan Lumser Co.,
Kansas City, Mo., April 8, 1929.

Eonam Lumser Co.,
Minnesota Transfer,
St. Paul, Minn.

GeNTLEMEN: The undersigned Lumber dealers of Kansas City, Mo. hereby
authorize you to put their names on f'our list of dealers opposed to the ecnactment

of import duties on lumber and shingles.
Ingham Lumber Co.; R. J. Hurly Lumber Co.; John M. Byrne

Lumber Co.; A. O. Thompson Lumber Co.; H. B. McCray
Lumber Co.; Lerdig L. & Havens Lumber (',‘o.; Doyle-Moore
Lumber Co., per & E. Doyle.

BRIEF OF THE VESTAL LUMBER & MANUFACTURING CO.,
KNOXVILLE, TENN.

We employ about 800 people, with sawmills at Knoxville and Duff, Tenn.,

and at Sargis, Ga.
We have a capital investment of about $3,000,000, and are shipping into

Canada about 4,000,000 feet of lumber per year. Our trade relations with
Canada are so pleasant that we wish nothing done that would disturb the condi-

tion of our customer. .
We feel that if a duty were imposed on Canadian lumber coming into the

United States, the Canadian Government would naturally impose a duty on our
lumber. This is our main reason for appearing before this committee.
The competition of Canadian lumber we know nothing of whatever and do

not recognize it.
Epwarp M. VEstaL, President,

By CLARENCE L. Banr, Allorney.

STATEMENT OF NEWTON S. STOWELL, DIXFIELD, ME., REP-
RESENTING THE BUREAU OF WOOD TURNERS

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.) #
Mr. StoweLL. I represent the Bureau of Wood Turners. Most of
the New England wood turners have gone. ’
Senator Couzens. Are they the employees or producers?
Mr. StoweLL. These are t}‘lre producers—the mills. I will read, if
you will allow me
Senator Couzens. There is no necessity of reading this if you are
going to file it, because we have to go over this testimony again.
Mr. StroweLL. That is all right. I thought I would read you a list
« f those whom I represent.
Senator Couzens. Very well.

S e
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Mr. StoweLL. I represent the following:

Newton & Thompson Manufacturing Co., Brandon, Vt., Guy H. Bump,
J. P. Rogers Co., Berling, N. Y., James P. Rogers; Wing Spool & Bobbin Co.;
Kingfield, Me., Herbert S. Wing; E. L. Tebbetts Spool Co., Locks Mills, Me.,
John H. Tebbetts; N. S. Stowell & Co., Dixfield, Me., Arthur N. Stowell; G. F.
Mooney & Sons, Farmington, N. H., Francis J. Mooney; Allen Manufacturing
Co., New Durham, N. H., W. D. Allen; Saunders Bros., Hanover, Me.; Hoyt &
Stearns, Rumford, Me.; Packer Spool & Bobbin Co., Lewiston, Me.; Leighton
Bobbin Co., Gilead, N. H.; Fogg Bobbin Co., Berlin, N. H.; Stratton Manu-
facturing Co. Stratton, Me.; McLain Wooden Products Co., Phillips, Me.;
Berst Foster Co., Oakland, Me.; Smith Manufacturing Co., New Vinevard, Me.;
Narragansett Machine Co., Providence, R. I.; McGregor Corporation, Lincoln
and Dover-Foxcroft, Me.; George W. Knelland Co., Carthage, Me.; Chick
Bros., New Portland, Me.; C. %{ Bartlett Manufacturing Co., North New
Portland, Me.; J. P. Skillings Co., Bethel, Me.; H. F. Thurston & Son, Bethel, Me;
Morrill-Adams Co., West Bethel, Me.; Stowell Silk Spool Co., Brvant Pond,
Me.; Elliott & Bartlett Co., Andover, Me.; J. Thurston Co., Rumford, Me.;
Swain_& Reed, Roxbury, Me.; Buy of Brown, Norway, Me.; Lewis Mann,
West Paris, Me.; Cummings Bros., Norway, Me. .

This group represents about $25,000,000 worth of mills.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. How many mills altogether.

Mr. StoweLL. Between 30 and 40.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. Thread spool mills?

Mr. StoweLL. Spool mills, novelty mills, and mills making dowels,
toothpicks, etc.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. Where are these mills located
throughout the country?

Mr. StoweLL. Most of them through Maine. There are some in
New York, some in New Hampshire, and some in Vermont.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. In other words, most of them
are small mills making spools for silk and other threads.

Mr. StoweLL. No; not small mills. We would call them large
mills. You will see the amount of money represented.

Senator WaLsu of Massachusetts. How many persons are employed

., altogether?

Mr. StoweLL. In the eight mills of which I am president and
treasurer we employ 2,500.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. In vour eight mills?

Mr. SroweLL. Yes, sir.  We cut about 23,000 cords of birch a
year for these eight mills.

Senator Couzens. What is the position you take?

Senator WaLsn of Massachusetts. He is opposed to the tariff on
dressed maple wood.

Mr. StoweLL. I take a position against the Canadian tariff.

Senator Couzexs. In other words, you want it on the free list?

Mr. SToweLL. Yes.

Senator Couzexs. We understand who you represent now. Do
you want to file this brief in the record?

Mr. StoweLL. I want to file that one and one more, but I want to
present just a few facts. .

Senator Covzens. Are these facts included in the brief you are

filing?
I\ﬁ*. SroweLL. There are quite a number that are not.
Senator Cotzexs. I wish you would state those that are not.
Mr. StoweLL. I will make a very quick résumé of it, Senator

Couzens.
63310—23—voL 4, SCHED +——13
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In the first place, I want to take exception to the statements made
by the man from Wisconsin here last night in regard to the value of
birch. He made the statement that Maine birch lumber was worth
$25 a thousand, and he also made the statement that there are about
10,000,000 feet wasted in the State of Maine that could be made into
articles and sent through the Punama Canal to the markets on the
Pacific coast. He did not know what he was talking about, nor
did the others who made such statements, for this reason.

For our 23,000 cords of birch that we cut for our mills we have to
have about 37 factories, and those are situated in different villages,
such villages as he was telling you about in Wisconsin, by which we
give the farmers relief, building up and giving them labor to work
on the farms, permitting the men and boys io do some farming in
the summer time. We have consummated the thing that he is
attempting to do.

We built up these villages. One thing that I wanted to impress
upon you is this, that when we build a mill in any village, the village
comprises a tract of land about six miles square, and with that mill
we would cut out the whole of it in the six-mile square in one year.

We also call your attention to the spool business, particularly in
connection with birch, because, Senator Couzens, in your own State

ou have had two spool mills. I was interested in one of them, and
am to-day. I was also interested in a mill in Massachusetts. Those
mills could not run more than a little while, because the situation of
mills to-day, or any other manufacturing, is like the sitnation at
Grand Rapids. It would be just like our corporation going into
Maine and competing with Grand Rapids in the furniture industry.

When I started in this business 44 years ago there were 40 spool
mills. To-day there are 15 spool mills. Those spool mills were
located in Michigan, Connecticut, New York, Massachusetts, and
New Hampshire. Every one of those mills has gone out of existence
with the exception of two or three that are not located in the State |
of Maine; so that 95 per cent of the spools made in America for
thread are made in the State of Maine.

Senator Couzens. What brought about that change?

Mr. StowELL. It was the concentration of the industry, the building
of mills in a given area. Men will go from one mill to another, or
start for themselves, and in a little while there will be 50 or 75 mills
within the radius of the county. They advance in ideas. They take
ideas from each other, and build up the industry, the same as a great
many of our industries are built up.

I contend that the same amount of spools are made to-day that
were made 40 years ago, but instead of the old fashioned methods, we
can make them three times as fast. It is a continual process of
throwing out obsolete machinery and getting faster machinery.

Senator Couzens. Was the reduction in number due to the con-
solidation of other companies?

Mr. StoweLL. Not consolidation. These mills are separate.

Senator Couzens. Where did the old companies go when the
number was reduced to 15?

Mr. StoweLL. They went into some other business. These Maine
mills could not have existed for the last 10 or 12 years on what
they made on spools. It would be rather a question of what they
lost on spools. Every spool mill that is making spools to-day gets

I SSNNN————— |
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its profit or its margin from the waste. I am not speaking here
to-£y for any one mill. This is not one combination. I am in
four corporations. We make all of J. & P. Coates’s spools made in
America. At another mill w: make 97 per cent cf the Corticelli
spools, and at another mill we make spools for the Beldens, of
Michigan. . .

Senator Couzens. What you want is the importation of your raw
material free, is that right?

Mr. StoweLL. That is what we want.

Senator Couzens. Let us stick to that.

Mr. StoweLL. I am not making the argument to this honorable
committee that they are all going out of business, and I do not agree
with a great deal that has been said along that linc. I thi:k a good
deal of the woodworking industry, whether'ii’spools, novelties, sled -,
or anything else, is in & prosperous condition. =

Mr. Lacey, who is not Kete iiow,’ takes' the sam’dttitude I have
taken. I have seen_ for ‘30 years that our wood ‘Wad.geing out of
existence. I bought. 48,000 acres of land:in my own:niama, and that
is put in trust for-th&&t@ﬁog'i;-Mame.f"'l’beheve in the'Statéof Maine.

Senator Couzewa, “THAt is all‘Fou Have to say, then, with regard
to the tariff, is that gight? ° .. .~ - ¥ CoeaT T

Mr. Stowewt. That is right. ‘We.would like free taw, material
from Canada for: the mills thati-we::represent—betweer: 30 and
40 mills—for' this reason. Theré' vdrtal not encugh birch in
the State of Maine.for our requjrements:’ Thig year, and _e%e‘ year,
we are buying from Canada what we cah not gst bere. - We had te
go up there this spring-and buy a ‘quartor 6f & million feet on: account
of a change fromwggl_s. - We take birch in the log,‘almost’from the
Canadian line. © " ' ° . N

Senator WaLsa of Massachusetts. .You orﬁinnlly;hwd this wood
in Maine, when yous: factories-were established, and now you have
exhausted the supply. ' Is that the story? =~ -

Mr. SroweLL. Yes. ;N0 o

Senator WavLsH of Massachusetts.: You built these factories——

Mr. StoweLu. We cut it down.

Senator WaLsn of Massachusetts. Wherever there was suitable
wood to make these spools?

Mr. StoweLL. Yes.

Senator WaLsu of Massachusetts. That is all gone, and now you
are foing up to Canada as the nearest market for it?

Mr. StowerL. That is all gone to a great extent, but to make it
better, Senator, we have bought 45,000 acres of land, and we are
reseeding it. We are the only company I know of that is resceding
for birch.

Senator WavLsH of Massachusetts. You can not use that for years,
of course,

Mr. SroweLL. We can not use it for years. -There is this birch
in Canada, north of Quebec. They sent 20,000,000 to England and
Scot'and. We want access to this. It is about two or three hundred
miles above Quebec. We want to get at that birch. It has attained
its growth. '

Senator Couvzens. We think we understand your position. We - -

have your brief.
BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Mr. StoweLL. Yes, sir.
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Senator Cor2ens. Are there any other questions?

Mr. StoweLL. I have filed the brief of the McGregor Corporation.

Senator Couzexns. I have just handed that to the stenographer.

Senator Wavrsm of Massachusetts. Have you any additional
pa‘eers gou want to file?

Mr. StoweLL. No; I do not think so.

Senator WaLsn of Massachusetts. If you have anything you wish
to send in, send it to Senator Couzens and he will put it in the record.
. Mr. StoweLL. We feel that wood turning has always been our
industry, and we want to hold that industry together.

Senator Couzens. We understand that.

(Mr. Stowell submitted the f¢llowing brief:)

Brier oP THE McGREGor ('OkPORATION, LiNncoLN, ME.

The proposed duty as presented ‘o this committee on hardwoods, as we
= moad flooring. In so far as hardwood

understand, is for the pro Q.
, _do, however, take strenuous

ﬂoorin? is concerned we g% D

exception to the impogiti MR particularly white birch.
j . conditions in the State

B, and not the interest

d if the duty is
dThe birch growth

1 am making this
of Maine and the
of any assoclatiojfy
The spool ing
sed on w

/58

TR

gre very much
Re expense of
b manufacture

the limited
make purcha .
to conserve th¥ [uirements.

Where we hav . ) £ s Al We found, contrary to
certain reports w . R R d Means Committee,
that the cost of op -l o sthe cost of operation in
Maine. It is true thad gty ‘ MVEEIPS. less price than in Maine
but the advantage gained T8 N R RPFVTic excessive freight rates levied
in transporting the lumber PN 15 in the State.

There are large quantities of birch nland. Last year a Finnish company
organized in New York City for the purpose of gettinﬁ & portion of the spool
business from the States. ices were made to the thread companies which,
in spite of the 334 per cent duty now imposed to check the amount of spools
coming into the United States, were lower than the prices we were able to quote
under the present conditions. The reason the thread companies of the United
States did not purchase to any extent these Finnish spools was that the;- were
made of inferior wood from Finland. If a duty is imposed on the white birch
wood, this difference will be much more marked and we feel would result in
Finland securing the business, since the thread companies would be willing
under these circumstances to accept a somewhat inferior spool at a much lower

rice.
P Perhaps the question may arise in the minds of the committee as to whether
we have considered the study of reforesting, knowing, as well as we do, that our
future supply ih Maine is rapidly becoming depleted. This has been experi-
mented with, and the only wgly known to reforest for birch is by collecting the
birch seeds and reseeding. This procedure up to the present time has not
proved successful with us. The stands of white birch existinf in Maine are
directly thé result of forest fires. The history of white birch Is that it grows

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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in the wake of large fires. When we take into consideration the fact that a
birch tree requires 60 to 65 years to reach maturity, one can readily see that we
will soon approach a period when the Maine birch will not be available unless
we have the Canadian white birch as a reserve. The spool business, like the
long lumber business of Maine, will be a thing of the past. At the present rate
of consumption white birch used for spools in the State of Maine will be depleted
in 12 to 15 years. Because of this rate of depletion we, as mentioned before,
bave purchased land in Canada for the purpose of protecting our future supply.

Therefore, because of the following facts:

(1) White birch as distinguished from gray and silver {s almost entirely used
in the manufacture of spools. .

(2) Very little white birch is used in hardwood flooring, silver birch and maple
being the woods used for this.

(3) The Maine forests are rapidly belni depleted of white birch.

(4) It has been necessary, looking to the future, to purchase stands of white
birch in Canada.

(5) The cost of Canadian lumber labor in our experience is no lower than in
the State of Maine.

(6) Finnish comyetition has already threatened, in spite of the high duty on
manufactured spools.

(7) A duty on Canadian white birch will greatly enhance this competition.

We are asking, therefore, that white birch bolts and spool bars be still retained
on the free list, or that an exception be made in the case of this particular wood,
believing as we do that if the duty is imposed the spool industry which is almost
altogether a Maine industry will in a short time cease to exist. Personally, I
can think of no article of manufacture that is more generally used by the public
than thread which is wound on white birch spools.

I understand that a brief will be filed with the committee by the Maine Hard-
wood Association in the very near future. It is not my intention to file any sta-
tistics, as from the knowledge which I have, 1 think the committee have all
the figures necessary and my mission is merely to make a statement of absolute
facts as they exist in our State and how the spool industry will be affected by the
proposed tarifl.

F. H. LEADBETTER,
Treasurer, John MacGregor Corporation.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM S. BENNET, CHICAGO, ILL.,
REPRESENTING THE NORTHERN HARDWOOD AND HEMLOCK

ASSOCIATION
{Including beech lumber, par. 1768)

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. BEXNET. I represent here to-day the Northern Hardwood and
Hemlock Association, consisting of about 60 mills manufacturing
hardwood and hemlock in northern Wisconsin and northern Michigan.

In my business relations I am un officer of the Edward Hines Hard-
wood & Hemlock Co., so far as this particular species of lumber is
concerned, and an officer of the Edward Hines Lumber Co., so far as
wholesale and retail manufacturing of lumber is concerned.

Se;mtor Couzexs. What percentage of the industry do you repre-
sent!

Mr. BExNET. The Edward Hines interests?

Senator CouzeEns. No; the association. -

Mr. BENNET. Wo ropresent, I should say, about 65 per cent.
There are 400 mills in northern Wisconsin and northern Michigan,
and while it is truo we have only a little over 60 mills in our associa-
tion, we have the larger mills.

Senator Couzexs. What is your association organized for?

Mr. BENNET. The general benefit of the industry.

Senator Couzexs. And do you discuss prices at all?

Mr. BENNET. No, sir.

"N



194 TARIFF ACT OF 19029

Senator Couzens. You do not fix any prices?

Mr. BenNer. No, sir. I might say, Senator, that the Edward
Hines Lumber Co., the wholesaler, is sometimes able to get from differ-
ent mills within the association the same species and character of wood
on the same day at as big a spread as $16 a thousand.

The House of Representatives on the case made before it took
maple and birch from the free list and put a duty on it of 15 per cent
ad valorem. In all probability beech, a similar hardwood, ought to
have the same extent and character of tariff protection.

It happens that in the territory represented bﬁ' the Northern Hard-
wood and Hemlock Association the principal hardwoods are maple
and birch, and I rather think that the inclusion of beech was over.
looked. The production of beech in Massachusetts and New Hamp-
shire, Vermont, New York, and Maine, is la:('fge and important.

The principal reason for the duty proposed——

Senator Couzens., You advocate a duty?

Mr. BenNET. I do.

The principal reason for the duty proposed in paragraph 402 is the
existénce of competitive conditions owing to the fact that since the
war the railroad tariffs in the United States have been rather largely
increased while the railroad rates in Canada have not been so greatly
increased. Therefore, the Canadian manufacturer of birch and maple

ots into the American market and bars out the manufacturers in the
ringe of States bordering Canada which are the principal States which
produce maple and birch.

I was interested in the statement of a gentleman here this after-
noon, Mr. P. H. Murray, 1 believe, if I got the name correctly.

Senator WaLsH of Massachusetts. Yes. A chair manufacturer?

Mr. BENNET. Yes, sir. Very evidently he had not given very
thorough consideration to just exactly what this tariff is,

This texiff of 15 per cent is, of course, under the valuation method,
under foreign valuation.

William B. Hyman, who is quite a student of the subject, informs
me that the average price on rough birch, f. 0. b. cars Canadian points,
is 825 per thousand. That is 2% cents a foot.

For the information of the committee, a foot of lumber is a piece
a foot square and twenty-five thirty-seconds inch thick.

It is quite obvious that 10 feet of lumber would much more than
make a chair. We can not use ten squares of lumber each a foot
square and twenty-five thirty-seconds inch thick in making an ordi-
nary chair. At 2% cents a foot the total cost of the lumber in that
chair would be 25 cents. And 15 per cent duty would be 3% cents
on the raw material under the rate proposed in paragraph 402.

Senator Couzens. Is 15 per cent what you asked for in the House?

Mr. BENNET. We asked for 25 per cent, because that is the rate
Canada puts against us; but the House gave us 15 per cent.

Senator Couzens. Do you Lelieve this tariff is necessary for the
purposes of conservation? .

r. BENNET. I know it is, and if you have the time, Senator, I
would like to speak at some length on that matter of conservation.

Senator Couzens. You think the tariff is necessary in the interest
of conservation?

Mr. BENNET. Yes, sir.
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Senator Covuzens. Somo stated it was the reverse, that if we let
the Canadian products in here freely without the tariff there would
be less cutting of our own forests.

Mr, BENNET. Senator, you have to think of the Canadian and
American_ forests largely as one, it seems to me, in the matter of
conservation.

About a year ago I had the honor of presiding at the conservation
luncheon at Chicago, at which our principal speaker was Hon.
Arthur Meehan, the war-time Premier of Canada, and he said in the
public speech, a copy of which I would be glad to file with the com-
mittee, which I have had revised by him, that the Canadian luinber
in the present accessible forest would not last 25 years.

The fact that the lumber to a certain extent is already gone is
corr